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ABSTRACT

The major purpose of this study was to investigate the Spanish and Portuguese
Instructors’ attitudes toward technology at the University of Mississippi. In this mixed

method study, with a very limited number of participants (N= 20), attitudes were
analyzed by combining the results of all three instruments that composed this research

project: a survey, class observations and personal interviews. The results from the
triangulation of these three instruments showed that the instructors have a positive

attitude toward technology.
This particular investigation adapted and employed two dimensions to assess
teachers’ attitudes toward technology: (1) anxiety, fear and/or aversion; and (2)
enjoyment, enthusiasm and/or confidence. Cronbach’s alpha was computed for each

dimension, and the results revealed a high level of reliability and internal consistency

with all alphas exceeding .90 for both scales (.907 and .915, respectively)
After statistically analyzing both dimensions, a Pearson’s product-moment
correlation (the Pearson r) was also computed to measure the strength of the relationship

between these two variables, which are labeled ANX (anxiety) and ENJ (enjoyment).

The analysis suggested that there is a strong statistically significant negative linear
relationship between enjoyment and anxiety (r = -.848, p < 0.001). Given that there is no
relationship between enjoyment and anxiety, the probability of calculating a Pearson’s r
of -.848 is less than 0.001. In other words, as enjoyment scores increased by 1 unit,

anxiety scores decreased by .848 units. Additionally, the mean of the Likert-type scale
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and the standard deviation of each dimension confirmed that the higher the enjoyment,
enthusiasm and/or confidence (mean 3.96) toward technology, the lower the levels of

anxiety, fear and/or aversion (mean 1.85) were.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Overview of the Problem and Rationale

The last two decades of the 20th century are marked by a significant growth of
articles, monographs, books and conferences on multimedia applied to language teaching

and learning (Liontas, 2006). In today’s world we can count on unprecedented rapid
technological changes (Fischer, 2006). Businesses rely on software to run their stores;

customers order pizzas online; banks deliver statements with the click of the mouse; and
people can even save stamps with online payment methods, regardless of where they are.

There is evidence of advanced technology affecting everyday life. Is there any room for

instructional technology? Education has already been somewhat redefined, thanks to the
popularization of the Internet, WebCTs, Blackboard® accounts, distance learning,

electronic books, MP3 files, online dictionaries, hypertext annotations, corpus linguistics,
human language technologies, speech technology, machine translation, discussion lists, e-

mail, chat rooms, and the like. For quite a while now, technology has been thought to aid
and influence the level of language learning and acquisition. Many language instructors

are already convinced of the immense value that instructional technology can add to their
teaching, but how do the instructors feel about using in-class technology? Do they

receive proper training? “Despite its overwhelming acceptance and great potential for the
future, instructional technology must be used with specific pedagogical ends in mind, and

not just as a novel diversion if it is to help facilitate language learning and acquisition”

(Liontas, 2006, p. 191). By extension, the greater the multiplicity of media forms, the
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greater is the language teachers’ responsibility to support language learners as they
become more aware of the potential inherent in these forms.

Technology has transformed the way people live. The educational system should
not be immune to this progress. There are many benefits of using existing technologies

and there is a great potential for a constant development of new tools, but ultimately,
educators need to be engaged. McCombs and Whisler (1997) explained that, “Whether

they are explicit or implicit, a teacher’s basic beliefs and assumptions translate into a core

philosophy and culture” (p. 34). Becker (2000) also believed that a teaching philosophy is
formed based on the teachers’ beliefs about teaching and learning.
The scarce research on the impact of technology in colleges and universities is
often conflicting and rarely evaluated well. School administrators and teachers often

remain without a clear path as to which strategies and trainings are most useful for
integrating technology in class. It is also imperative that the personal characteristics of

faculty members and their attitudes toward technology be taken into consideration when

selecting a program that integrates technology into teaching. Fabry and Higgs (1997)
pointed out that resistance to change, negative attitudes toward computers and a lack of

proper training are among the most common reasons for a gap between actual and
expected use of technology.

Cuban, Kirkpatrick, and Peck (2001) concluded that teachers who use computers
for instruction typically use the technology to sustain common teaching practices.
Among the reasons listed on the study’s surveys, interviews, class observations, and

school documents, teachers claimed lack of time to find and evaluate computer software;
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computer trainings not offered at convenient times; and excessively generic trainings, not
tailored to the teachers’ specific needs.

The National Education Technology Plan (Office of Educational Technology,

2004) noted that, “Teachers have more resources available through technology than ever

before, but some have not received sufficient training in effective use of technology to
enhance learning” (p. 41). This Technology Plan in particular urged schools in preparing

teachers to use technology efficiently. Zhao (2003) believed that, “The effectiveness of
the integration approach relies heavily on the readiness of the teacher education faculty”
(p. 12). Zhao seemed to agree with Cuban (1995), who confirmed that the solution would

be for faculty members to be prepared to model, support, and require technology use by
students.

Means (1994) preferred to give emphasis to teachers’ beliefs and proposed that
“the primary motivation for teachers to use technology in their classrooms is the belief

that the technology will support superior forms of learning” (p. 4). As one of the

essential elements of attitudes (along with desire and thoughts), belief has been a valuable
variant in numerous studies. Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) considered that, “beliefs refer to
a person’s subjective probability judgments concerning some discriminable aspect of his

world; they deal with the person’s understanding of himself and his environment” (p.
131).

As educational models broaden, many researchers commence to believe that
educational delivery methods need to continue to expand to accommodate the demands of

diversified audiences. Ultimately, the faculty is responsible for the quality and control of
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the educational delivery methods (Olcott & Wright, 1995). Although many teachers have

had little experience in integrating technologies using Web-enhanced or Web-based
materials, they are expected to do so in an effective way (Falsgraf, 2003; McIsaac &
Craft, 2003). With so much emphasis on educational technology, distance learning and

hybrid courses are now permanent components of daily operations and instructional
delivery.
Motivation for the Study

More than a decade ago, most language classes in the Department of Modem

Languages at the University of Mississippi - including Portuguese and Spanish, the
languages directly involved in this research - were taught with the traditional method in
place. A vast majority of the language classes were taught in English and not in the

target language. In 1999, a new department chair advocated the communicative method.
One of the first implementations required under this method was that some Spanish

classes were replaced by the hybrid language instruction, which is one use of

instructional technology in language programs that has gained popularity in the last few
years. The instruction is called hybrid because a portion of the course is obtained online.

A three-hour credit class of Spanish 121 Accelerated, for example, now meets twice a
week for 50 minutes each, and the students spend the third hour working on online
activities at their own pace. By utilizing the mixed mode, the department was able to free

some instructors’ hours, making it possible for the instructors to teach more sections

without exceeding the maximum 12 hours, and with no additional cost for overload
teaching salaries in the department. The idea seemed fitting to accommodate increasing
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student enrollment and the number of course sections offered. It is fair to say that the

quality of the language program has not decreased with the hybrid method. Regardless if

students take the traditional Spanish 101 and 102 series or the hybrid Spanish 121, by the
time they merge and meet in Spanish 201, instructors cannot identify which students took

the traditional route and which ones opted for the hybrid course. Another living proof of
the quality of hybrid courses is the rising number of students who place well in national
exams and pursue careers that heavily use languages, especially Spanish.

Hybrid course delivery brings together the best elements of both traditional and

online teaching. Students and instructors have the opportunity to discuss issues face-toface, but their interactions are not limited to the classroom. A computer-enhanced class

also has its advantages, especially for the teacher, who no longer has to carry a heavy
load of workbooks to grade students’ homework. In addition, according to the general

Spanish syllabi, Bussade (2008), the hybrid and computer-enhanced methods offer the
following advantages:

(a) They support flexible, learner-centered environments in which students

actively take part in building new knowledge and applying that information in
meaningful contexts, with lessons approaching subjects such as how to order food
in restaurants, how to describe a health problem, and even how to apply for a job
in a Spanish-speaking country;

(b) They are self-paced, which means that the computer allows students to work
ahead, not to mention that most software will have the ‛save for later’ function
enabled;
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(c) Students have immediate feedback. The computer grades the students’

homework exercises instantly, and tells them which answers are wrong, allowing
them to redo the exercises;

(d) There is opportunity for improvement. The program is designed in a way that
students can attempt the exercises as many times as they like to earn the grade
they want, saving the highest score;

(e) They are,easy to access. Students can do their homework from any computer
that has access to the Internet. (p. 6)

From the instructors’ point of view, one of the most gratifying aspects of the
hybrid and computer-enhanced instructions is the students’ preparedness. Since the

online textbook is due before a specific topic is introduced in class, by the time the
instructors introduce a topic, students who have done their homework already have a very

impressive general grasp of the subject. This quantity of preparedness would be nearly

impossible with the traditional method. Increasing the number of in-class quizzes and
graded homework assignments also seems to be a huge motivational factor.
It has been more than a decade now since most languages at the Department of
Modem Languages adopted the communicative method, which is essentially inoperable

without the use of visual aids. One cannot help but wonder if the instructors’ attitudes

toward the use of technology remain the same. What happened to a couple of instructors
who resisted the changes and quit? Are they using technology now? What happened to

some of the instructors who complained about the changes? Have they fully embraced
technology in their classes or are they resisting it?
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The Instructors’ Role
Gradually, technology has become an essential part of an instructor’s daily

routine; therefore, it is only normal to see a crescent and reasonable number of articles,
books and presentations that deal with methodology, materials and techniques associated

with Computer-Aided Language Learning (CALL). But how well are instructors being

trained to use technology in their classes? The more the subject is investigated, the more
one realizes that there is not much literature that covers the skills and technological

background teachers need to have. Hubbard and Levy (2006) mention that there are four
general trends in CALL education:

(1) The production of training and support materials directly oriented toward
classroom teachers;

(2) Small but growing literature in CALL teacher education itself as the
levels of both research and practice;

(3) Frameworks that attempt to define CALL practice on the basis of

principles derived from particular language teaching approaches,
especially those supported by SLA (second language acquisition) research;
(4) The use of online collaborative learning techniques in CALL teacher
education with a growing interest in the quality of the transfer of skills and
expertise from formal courses to the language classroom. (p. 5)

Although some trends are obviously expected, there is still a need to address the

subject of more teachers’ training. According to the authors, the frameworks can assume

two types of roles: “functional and institutional.” The functional role has to do with the
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preparation of CALL - the teachers’ trainer, the person who chooses the software, etc.

The institutional role is directly related to the deliverance of a CALL-based method.
Since all courses of Spanish and Portuguese in the Department of Modem

Languages at the University of Mississippi use some kind of online assessment, it will be

interesting to find out how technologically prepared our instructors feel while they are
teaching, a hybrid course, for example, which relies heavily on the use of technology.
Although the most popularly taught languages have a director who chooses and

customizes the software, all instructors using the accompanying software need to solidly

grasp its functionality. Despite the fact that every large national publisher has a technical
support hotline, when the students have a technical question, they usually seek the
instructor’s help first.
In a study called “Assessing CALL teacher training: What are we doing and what

could we do better?”, conducted by Kessler (2006), relevance was given to the lack of
resources available for teachers who wish to locate materials supporting the use of
technology in language classes. There is not only a lack of material, but also a lack of
“formal courses or programs to help them” (p. 24). The first option to solve this problem

is for the teachers to sign up for generic workshops about the software that the institution

has chosen. The University of Mississippi counts mainly on two course management
systems: Angel® and Blackboard®. The Faculty Technology Development Center

(FTDC) offers hands-on training for any instructor who wishes to learn about the

particularity of those two programs. Nevertheless, do all instructors using the available

program take time to undergo the available trainings? The second option mentioned by
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Kessler is what is known as “do-it-yourself,” when instructors rely on the willingness of a
colleague who already knows about the program, or when they join conferences,
workshops or group discussions on CALL and are assisted by more experienced

members. Although nobody can deny the values of those two alternatives, Kessler

investigated them further and pointed out their limitations. With the use of three different
instruments - an online survey, a focus group and interviews - and the participation of

teachers and program coordinators, he provided more details “on how motivated

language teachers respond to prevailing conditions, how they compensate for the lack of

formal courses, and the many ways in which they seek to educate themselves” (p. 22).
Kessler’s study is important for this research not only because the same
instruments in the methodology are shared, but also because both studies believe that no
matter how great a CALL program might be, without proper teachers’ training, one might

as well not even consider using it. He also suggested that teachers who do not find
themselves totally integrated with the technology that they use will most likely feel

intimidated by it. It will be stimulating to find out if the Spanish and Portuguese

instructors feel that they acquire proper training during the workshops offered by the

language director at the beginning of each semester.

In summary, one aspect of CALL that every researcher finds relevant is that the
role of the instructor is crucial. In this more than ever competitive market, instructors
need not only to have strong language skills, but also a solid training on how to use the
selected technology. Besides knowing the subject, instructors also need to know when to

step in, when to rescue lost students and get them back on track, how to solve the many
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technological issues involved in a CALL program, and even how to repair simple

computer glitches, especially if students are required to use a local laboratory to do their

work. In other words, instructors who deal with computer-assisted programs need to be

technologically trained.
Most researchers on teachers’ attitudes toward technology agree that
investigations in this area are sparse. Considering the universal importance of

technology, it is surprising that research in this area is not abundant. Edison and Geissler

(2003) conducted a study in which they developed and tested “a new scale to assess

attitudes toward general technology and examine factors that may contribute to the

acceptance of or resistance to new technologies” (p. 137). The study called attention to
the fact that while everyone agrees that technology has a bigger than ever impact on
people, not every person in the study sees technology as a positive trend. The study

showed that some participants were not comfortable with technology advances; therefore,
they did not enjoy the unknown and were resistant to the new concepts. The results from
a poll of 605 participants revealed that “individuals who have a positive attitude toward
new technologies tend to be younger, to have more complex cognitive processes and to

be predisposed to be optimistic” (p. 137). The primary focus of their study was to refine

and test a scale to measure and validate “the latent construct ‛affinity’ (to technology)”
(p. 140). The secondary focus of the research was to investigate “potential antecedents to
attitude toward technology” (p. 140).
Why is the area of educational technology not studied in more depth? Do
administrators care about how the faculty perceives technology or do they just throw it at
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them and expect the best of the results? Maybe technology education is faced with such

numerous challenges as these because there is a current teacher shortage. Wicklein

(2005) expressed his concerns and suggested that in order to address the teacher shortage
problem, there should be more effort in “recruiting, preparing, and retaining technology
education teachers at all levels” (p. 7).

Without proper training, there will be no computer self-efficacy, which is a main
indicator which determines if a teacher will ever consider using technology in a

classroom. Faculty who assess themselves as not technologically inclined will not be
able to use the computer with confidence (Parker, 1997); therefore, there is a lesser

probability of using digital tools, regardless if machines and all accompanying devices
are available or not. Yildirim (2000) suggested that teachers and educators should be role

models in the integration of technology and teaching practices for novice faculty.
Faseyitan, Libii, and Hirschbuhl (2006) explained that:

Higher education cannot realize the potential impact of computer technology
until faculty are comfortable using technology for instructional activities. Current

computer hardware and related information technologies are now faster, possess
greater memory, and are available at lower costs than their predecessors. Faculty
in higher education can and should make imaginative use of these technologies to
enrich the learning environment and support student learning. Many faculty are

sufficiently comfortable with the technology to use it in the classroom; however,
many others are not. Indeed, the pace of the information revolution has left many
faculty members bewildered and unsure of how or when they can utilize this ever
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changing phenomenon. Academic administrators must, therefore, develop

mechanisms to help faculty become comfortable with the use of computers in

their instructional activities. (p. 214)

Instructors’ Attitudes and Age

Is age important when it comes to affinity for technology? According to
Edison and Geissler.f(2003), there is evidence of an inverse relationship between age and

affinity for technology. The authors point out that “older individuals are generally
thought to be more averse to new technology than are younger individuals” (p. 142). The

published research regarding age and general technology aptitude is negligible, though.

There are mixed studies regarding age and attitude toward technology, and to better

understand these two variables, one would have to look deeper into attitudinal studies
toward IT in general. A technophobic study by Rosen, Sears, and Weil (1993) concluded

that “older individuals are more negative toward computers than younger individuals” (p.
27). Previous studies, such as the one conducted by Morris (1989) also showed

correlations between age and computer use. Morris surveyed 380 randomly selected
individuals between the ages of 17 and 90 years old. The study showed that younger
individuals expressed more positive attitudes toward the use of technology

(p. 73).
Brosnan (1998) had a different outcome in his research, as he concluded that,
among his 50 subjects, 30 years old or younger participants have more aversion toward
computers than the 55 and older age group (p. 230).
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More than an age issue, embracing technology is directly connected with being
exposed to it. The terms digital natives and digital immigrants were created to draw the

line between people who grew up with technology and people who embraced technology
later in life. Prensky (2001) criticized that declining education in the United States

cannot ignore the most fundamental of its causes: “Our students have changed radically.
Today’s students are no longer the people our educational system was designed to teach”

(p. 1). He referred to today’s students (K - college) as the first generation to grow up
completely surrounded by videogames, computers, cellular phones, and all the other

digital tools available abundantly. Therefore, the digital natives “are all ‘native speakers’
of the digital language of computers, video games and the Internet” (p. 1). In contrast,

the digital immigrants may adapt to their new surroundings, but will always carry “an

accent,” which Prensky referred to as “their foot in the past” (p. 2). Since the Department
of Modem Languages employs a large number of immigrants and digital immigrants,
with a very diverse group age-wise, it will be interesting to find the link, if any, between

experience and age, and age and affinity for technology.

Instructors’ Attitudes and Gender

Another variable that in itself would require a separate study is gender. Men are
disproportionately represented in fields such as science and engineering, possibly due to

their confidence in their own abilities (Foote, 2000, p. 35). Foote also found out in
studies of gender and motivation that females have “lower expectations for success,

under-assessing their own abilities in ambiguous contexts” (p. 36). Maybe females tend
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to rate themselves as less comfortable and less confident about computers than males

because they feel inhibited to pursue careers in technology. Other researchers such as

Nash and Moroz (1997) stated that their findings revealed no relationship between sex
and computer inclinations, supporting past findings in the literature reviewed by the same

authors.
In the past, several studies have revealed that males tended to be more interested
in computers than females (Ahadiat, 2005). It was also believed that males used
computers more often than females at a younger age (Meunier, 1994). For some, the
preference of male users for technology may derive from socio-economical and cultural

issues. Computer games and software designed for children are essentially targeted to

males.
However, with females advancing and surpassing their male colleagues in both

college enrollment and the work force, this stereotype does not seem accurate any longer.
According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics, in 2008, “College enrollment rates were 71.5

percent for young women and 65.9 percent for young men.” (⁋ 3).

Will the male Spanish and Portuguese instructors in the Department of Modem

Languages have a higher affinity for technology than their female counterparts?

Need for the Study
This study was designed to examine the instructors’ attitude toward technology in

the Department of Modem Languages at the University of Mississippi. This study also
explored what facilitates or prevents instructors from effectively using technology to

14

achieve their goals. Additionally, this study analyzed if technology enhances or simply

complements the curriculum, and what the pros and cons of integrating technology into
mainstream practice in language education are.

During the timespan of this research, one of its main goals is to find out which

technology is considered relevant to the teaching and learning of languages. It will also
be beneficial to learn more about what kind of skills the instructors consider necessary to
embrace the use of technological tools. Do instructors use technology more heavily to

introduce new vocabulary or a new grammar concept? Are listening tasks more easily
targeted by technical tools? How about when students speak? Can technology help with
all basic skills?

Purpose Statement

The purpose of this study is to:
1. Identify how much technology is used in language teaching in higher education,

namely at the University of Mississippi;

2. Identify the perceptions from the instructors’ perspectives as to what the most effective
resources for language teaching and learning are (i.e., Which resources do instructors
consider to be practicable, motivational, and supportive of the development of

proficiency?; Which resources promote interaction, support differentiation in
teaching/leaming and assessment and are sustainable?);

3. Identify obstacles as well as facilitators in the use of technology in language teaching;
4. Identify samples of what is considered innovative technological resource use;

5. Identify the frequency of technology use in the department;
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Research Questions
By the end of this study, the answers to the following questions will be answered:
1. What are the instructors’ perceptions of the use of technology in. language classes?

a. What technology is used in the instructors’ classes?
b. How often do they use it?
c. What are their attitudes toward technology?

2. How do the instructors integrate technology into their teaching approach?

a. What is their teaching approach?
b. What resources do they have for the use of technology?

c. What are the obstacles and incentives for the use of technology?

Definition of Terms

The following terms are defined as they apply to this study.
Access: To gain entrance to a computer program; to transfer the data from one part of a
computer system to another.

Angel® /Blackboard®: Course management systems mainly used for hybrid and distance
learning courses, which display on-line exercises, electronic gradebooks, and all sources

of media files.
CALL: Acronym for Computer-Assisted Language Learning
Chat rooms: On-line websites where written or verbal conversations between two or

more people take place in real time.
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Computer-based technology: Electronic products made especially to be used with
computers.

Corpus linguistics: The use of machine-readable texts applied to the study of linguistic
phenomena.

Digital immigrants: Users of technology who did not grow up using electronic devices,
but learned how to use them later in life.

Digital natives: Users of technology who were raised using electronic devices

frequently.
Distance learning: Remote educational programs with lessons usually delivered via
regular mail or pedagogical platforms, such as Angel®, Blackboard®, WebCT, etc.

Electronic books: Textbooks which are partially or entirely uploaded onto educational
websites and accessed electronically,

FTDC: Acronym for Faculty Technology Development Center, located at the University
of Mississippi, whose main mission is to assist faculty members and graduate teaching
assistants with their technology needs.
Hybrid course: A combination of face-to-face classroom instruction with computer-based

learning.
Hyperlink: Also known as a link, a hyperlink is usually identified by a highlighted word

or icon at a particular location on the screen, and when activated, it directs the reader to

another page.
Hypertext annotations: Groups of notes added to a text via hyperlinks whose main
function is to integrate multiple sources of information and enrich the annotation with
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multiple media files (sound, pictures, videos, etc.).

Internet: A worldwide network of computers that uses the TCP/IP (Transmission Control

Protocol/Internet Protocol) network protocols to facilitate data transmission and
exchange.

MP3 files: A digital audio player, more commonly referred to as an MP3 player, is a
consumer electronics device that stores, organizes and plays audio files.

Spanish 101: First semester elementary Spanish course from a series of four semesters at
the University of Mississippi. This course is designed for students with less than two
years of high school Spanish.

Spanish 102: Second semester elementary Spanish course from a series of four semesters
at the University of Mississippi. This course is a continuation of Spanish 101.
Spanish 121: First semester accelerated Spanish course from a series of three semesters at

the University of Mississippi. This course is a combination of Spanish 101 and 102.
Spanish 201: Third or second semester intermediate Spanish course. For students who

opted for the Spanish 101/102 route, this will be the third semester. For students who
attended the Spanish 121 accelerated course, this will be the second semester.

Technophobic: Term used to refer to a person who fears or dislikes advanced technology,
or other technological devices.

User: A person who uses a computer. On websites with restricted access, usually the
term referred to a person who has a user name and a password.
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WebCT®: Acronym for Web Course Tools, which is an online learning environment

system similar to Blackboard® and Angel®.
Web-based: Term used to refer to any document that is accessed on the web via a

browser.

Web-enhanced: Term used to refer to any document that is especially modified and

improved to be uploaded on the Internet.
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CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW

The first part of this chapter will briefly examine the advances of educational
technology in the United States. The second part of this chapter will concentrate on the

history and evolution of the word attitude. The third part of this chapter will discuss
relevant attitude measurements and scales. The fourth part of this chapter will highlight

related past studies involving instructors’ attitudes and technology. The fifth and last part
of this chapter will reflect on the Australian commissioned report on technology for
language teaching.

Advances of Educational Technology
After a certain age, especially what Lenneberg considered to be “The Critical
Period Hypothesis” (Lightbown & Spada, 1999, p. 19), there are few human challenges

that match learning a second language in degree of difficulty. Bush and Terry (1997)
clarified that when an adult decides to learn a second language, there is “a

psychologically challenging proposition - that of becoming once again a beginner at

communicating” (p. vii). To meet the challenge of second language acquisition, recent
uses of technology have been introduced as a means of assisting second language learners

in retention, memory and comprehension. Since mankind relies on technology to help

learners achieve results more easily, learning a second language can also be included in
the tasks of human endeavors assisted by technology.

Since the early 1960s, particularly in the United States, there has been a national
effort to make computers applicable to higher education. One of the first studies
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conducted by a national committee to analyze computer technology and its applications

in higher education is known as the “Rosser Report.” This report’s basic focus was to

determine how much research was needed for computing. It was based on two different
national surveys: one in 1963 and another one in 1965. In both surveys the committee

projected “future needs in an effort to suggest some national goals in regard to academic

computing” (Hallblade, 1976, p. 15).
Another significant report, known as the “Pierce Report,” was published in 1967
and emphasized the need for the use of the computer in academic settings. This landmark
report also focused on academic computing, “but tried to outline its findings and

recommendation in more detail” (Hallblade, 1976, p. 15).
In the mid-1970s, most school districts in this country started a race to keep up

with the rapid growth and advances in technologies (Glenn, 1997). The author revealed
that the computer has advanced from being a simple limited machine to a sophisticated

and powerful machine (Glenn, 1997).
Seattier (2000) believed that “the best historical benchmark of the impact of the

information society on educational technology in the 1970s was the report To Improve
Learning” (p. 399). This report was gathered by the Commission on Instructional

Technology, which analyzed the use of all methods of communication related to

education. There are 113 papers in two volumes filled with recommendations of the
commission formed by noticeable scholars. Seattier (2000) confirmed that “the report
contains the most comprehensible discussion of educational technology made to date”

(p. 399).
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In the late 1980s, when the subject was still in its infancy, a significant number of
researchers began showing interest in the association between language learning and

technology. In two volumes of the American Council on the Teaching of Foreign
Languages (ACTFL) Foreign Language Education Series, several authors discussed the
use of Computer-Assisted Language Learning, or CALL, while Bush and Terry (1997)

spoke of Technology-Enhanced Language Learning, or TELL. The difference mentioned
in the Foreword of Bush and Terry’s book “stems from the fact that the computer
component has at the same time become less visible and more ubiquitous” (vii). Maybe

the authors consider the computer component less visible because people have a tendency
to take for granted that they can rely on technology in every single aspect of their lives.
The ubiquitous part is also easy to grasp. According to the most updated information

from the United States Energy Information Administration website (2005), 76% of

households in the United States own a computer.
Computers were so popularized in the beginning of the 1980s that for the first

time in the history of Time magazine, the editors’ choice of “Man of the Year” was

actually a computer (Cuban, 1986). It was at that same time that surveys reported “.. .on
the growing number of desk-top computers purchased by school districts” (p. 72). The

main purpose of educational technology should always be to engage learners and to make
knowledge more accessible.

History and Evolution of Attitude
As a major part of this study, the term attitude should be thoroughly defined and it
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should be explained how it applies to the foundation of this research.
According to Harper (2001), author of the Online Etymological Dictionary, the

term attitude was first used in 1668, via French, derived from the Italian word attitudine,

which was described as “disposition, posture,” and also “aptness, promptitude” (⁋ 1). In
turn, the Italian word originated from the Latin term aptitudinem, a noun which can be
translated as ‘fit’. The same dictionary revealed that in 1725, the word attitude began to

be used as a technical term, in reference to “art for the posture of a figure in a statue or
painting; later generalized to a posture of the body supposed to imply some mental state”

(⁋ 1). In 1837, the term evolved to “sense of settled behavior reflecting feeling or
opinion” (⁋ 1). In 1962, used as a slang, the term’s connotations became “antagonistic
and uncooperative” (⁋ 1).

The latest definition that would most fit this research would be the one presented
by Dictionary.com (1996), which described attitude as “manner, disposition, feeling,

position, etc., with regard to a person or thing; tendency or orientation, especially of the
mind” (⁋ 1).

When the focus is more on the psychological use of the word attitude, it is nearly

impossible to refer to it without making reference to personality theorist Gordon Allport,

who was one of the first to offer a classical definition of the word. According to Allport
(1935), attitude is a “mental or neural state of readiness, organized through experience,
exerting a directive or dynamic influence upon the individual’s response to all objects

and situations with which it is related” (p. 810). Although there has been a significant

shift in how the basis of attitude is applied to social psychology, the central idea of
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Allport’s definition still applies to today’s reality. Simply explained, the state of
readiness influences the individual’s response.
Following Allport’s approach, numerous psychologists offered their own

definitions of the word attitude. A well-known specialist in this field, Thurstone (1959)
revealed that both attitudes and opinions can be measured, but alerted people to the fact
that “they are not amenable to measurement in any real sense” (p. 215). He explained

that “an attitude is a complex affair which cannot be wholly described by any single

numerical index” (p. 215). Nevertheless, in his book chapter titled “Attitudes can be
measured”, Thurstone defended the idea that people’s attitudes can be measured just as

their heights and weights can be measured. He suggests that the concept of attitude

should include “the sum total of a man’s inclinations and feelings, prejudice or bias,
preconceived notions, ideas, fears, threats, and convictions about any special topic”

(p. 216). Thurstone was the first one to offer a correlation between attitudes and
opinions. He emphasized, however, that “The term ‘opinion’ will be restricted to verbal

expression” (p. 216).
The numerous definitions of the term attitude are intrinsically related, and most

people would associate the word with some positive or negative opinions. Maybe the

most simplified concept about the term attitude is the one offered by Hilgard and
Atkinson (1967), who stated that “Attitudes grade into opinions, and there is no sharp

difference between them” (p. 586). They concluded that “No matter how we separate

attitudes and opinions by definition, they are closely related” (p. 586). Instructors who
dislike technology, for example, will most likely have a negative opinion (and attitude)
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toward a computer in the classroom.

In the Review of Literature chapter of her dissertation, Hallblade (1976)
emphasized that “Attitudes have come to occupy a central position as a concept in the

fields of social psychology and personality study and as a variable worthy of research
effort” (p. 31). Similarly to Hallblade’s study, attitudes should be considered as an

important variable in this study because its main purpose is to interpret the instructors’

responses toward technology, and their mental readiness.

In the 1980s, psychologists used the term to refer to a “stable mental position held
toward some idea, or object, or person” (Gleitman, 1986, p. 372). Obviously this mental

position is responsible for how people embrace new projects and challenges in life. As
an example, if an instructor has a repeated series of bad luck with technology, chances
are that his or her stable mental position toward the subject will be negative. Likewise, it

is expected that instructors who grew up with positive technology experiences will more
likely have a positive attitude toward the use of it in the classroom. Social psychologists

believed that “Every attitude is a combination of beliefs, feelings, and evaluations, and
some predisposition to act accordingly” (Gleitman, 1986, p. 372). It will be interesting to

find out to what extent the University of Mississippi’s Spanish and Portuguese

instructors’ predispositions influence the use of technology. Hypothetically, the prior
inclinations that the instructors have obtained may be partially responsible for their

attitude toward technology.
In one of his studies, Baker (1992) explained that “attitude is a hypothetical
construct used to explain the direction and persistence of human behaviour” (p.10).
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According to him, behavior can be explained by people’s stable dispositions. A person

who is always struggling to drink socially and usually over drinks at social gatherings
may be seen as somebody with a bad attitude toward alcohol. When that person drinks at

a social gathering, for example, the predisposition about him or her probably will be that
a drunken person will be leaving the party. Baker (1992), rejecting Thurstone’s theory,

further explained that “Clearly an attitude to something is not like height, weight or

attending church. Height, weight and church attendance can be directly observed and
accurately measured” (pp. 10-11). Attitudes, on the other hand, are more difficult to
directly observe. He suggests that for attitude measurement we should rely on “the

persistence of external behaviour” (p. 11).
People’s demeanors are indeed one of the most obvious indications that validate
or reject a hypothesis. According to Eagly and Chaiken (1993), an attitude is “a

psychological tendency that is expressed by evaluating a particular entity with some

degree of favor or disfavor” (p.22). In this research in particular, the goal is to assess

how much the Spanish and Portuguese instructors of the Department of Modem

Languages like or dislike using technology. The key word seems to be affinity, which is
inevitably considered a type of attitude. Optimism cannot be ruled out as an important

variable in this study either, since the more optimistic you are, the less anxiety you may
have when dealing with technology (Edison & Geissler, 2003, p. 141).
Borrowing the ideas expressed by Ray, Sormunen, and Harris (1999), this

research will concentrate on four sets of scale items, including; “optimism (a positive
view of technology); innovativeness (tendency to be a technology pioneer); discomfort
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(perceived lack of control over technology); and insecurity (distrust of technology)”

(p. 6). Attitudes toward technology are a key factor for the selection of a textbook and its
accompanying online components, for example. Realistically, the Spanish and

Portuguese instructors in the Department of Modem Languages will refuse to work with

a software called Quia®, because they had a negative experience with the gradebook.

Regardless if they are considered indispensable or complex in nature, attitudes
will always be connected to people’s predispositions and opinions. It will be interesting

to find out through the self-assessed questionnaire, the survey and the class observation if

the instructors’ attitudes toward technology are considered positive, challenging,
uncomfortable, and so forth.

Attitude Measurements and Scales
Undoubtedly, direct questioning is the most straightforward way of finding out

about someone’s attitudes. The risk involved in inquiring directly is that attitudes are
intrinsically related to self-image and social acceptance; therefore, people may prefer to
sustain their social desirability over being totally honest with their answers (McLeod,

2007). He observed that, “They may not well tell about their true attitudes, but answer in

a way that they feel socially acceptable” (⁋ 1).
In anticipation of this problem, “various methods of measuring attitudes have

been developed. However, all of them have limitations. In particular the different

measures focus on different components of attitudes - cognitive, affective and
behavioural - and as we know, these components do not necessarily coincide” (McLeod,
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2007, ⁋ 1).
Historically, psychologists started measuring attitudes at the end of the nineteenth
century. A significant number of experimental psychology studies were initiated in

Europe, mainly in Germany (Eiser, 1994). Attitude research was the new trend,
especially among the psychophysics, who measured the “different kinds of sensation and
... the differences in the perceived intensity or magnitude of a set of stimuli” (Eiser,
1994, p. 3). The initial struggle with measuring attitudes was associated with how to

effectively use quantitative calculations to measure such a subjective aspect of the human

race. Thurstone (1928) did not believe that there should be any obstacles or differences
about measuring a table and measuring attitudes. Social psychology will be forever in
debt to him, who was one of the first to realize that theory and measurement were

intrinsically connected. His method of equal-appearing intervals, which will be discussed
later in this chapter, was a landmark of attitude measurement studies and the foundation

for modern techniques:

It will be conceded at the outset that an attitude is a complex affair which cannot
be wholly described by any single numerical index. For the problem of

measurement this statement is analogous to the observation that an ordinary
table is a complex affair which cannot be wholly described by any single
numerical index. Nevertheless, we do not hesitate to say that we measure the

table. The context usually implies what it is about the table that we propose to
measure. We say without hesitation that we measure a man when we take some

anthropometric measurements of him. The context may well imply without
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explicit declaration what aspect of the man we are measuring, his cephalic index,
his height or weight or what not. Just in the same sense we shall state or imply by
the context the aspect of people’s attitudes that we are measuring. The point is

that it is just as legitimate to say that we are measuring attitudes as it is to say that

we are measuring tables or men. (Thurstone, 1959, pp. 215-216)
Regardless of if what is being measured is internal or external, concrete or

abstract, the conditions and angles should not be ignored. Henerson, Morris, and FitzGibbon (1988) acknowledged that complex attitude measurements are based on many

facets and manifestations (p. 13). The facets would be the feelings and beliefs about
people and objects included in the attitude assessment. The manifestations would be the

interaction with people in a particular group and other evident signs, such as verbal

responses. The authors further explained that researchers should not be discouraged to
measure attitudes despite the fact that it is a difficult task. As a precaution, they

suggested that researchers should “rely on inference, since it is impossible to measure
attitudes directly” (p. 13). They also explained that “behaviors, beliefs, and feelings will

not always match ... even when they reflect a single attitude” (p. 13). Another

precaution that should be firmly in the researcher’s mind is that attitudes may fluctuate

before, during or after a study has begun.
Inferences are usually derivative from words and actions, the most common

elements in measuring attitudes. If an instructor says that he hates computers, for
example, it is inferred that he has a poor attitude toward computers. After all, people’s
statements about their own attitudes should be validated as a true indicator of their
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attitudes. For attitude measurements, however, the patterns of behavior are not always as

consistent as the example above.
One of the most challenging aspects of using words and actions to measure

attitudes is to discover a reliable path to transform them into a scale of numbers.
Language will always be important in attitude measurement; therefore, it is only natural

that most attitudinal studies will rely on questionnaires and interviews. Eiser and van der
Pligt (1988) commented that:

The advantage of numerical scores is that one can then compare different people’s

attitudes with one another, or the attitudes of a single person in different contexts
or at different times. The disadvantage of numerical scores is the risk of reducing

something that may be rich and complex to a single index that then assumes an
importance out of all proportion to its meaning, (pp. 3-4)
In terms of methods to measure attitudes, Thurstone and Likert are undoubtedly

pioneers. In 1928, Thurstone developed a ‛method of equal-appearing intervals’ with

items “that range from expressions of extremely anti to extremely pro viewpoints on an
issue, ideally with all intermediate positions between the extremes being evenly

represented” (Eiser & van der Pligt, 1988, p. 4). Each item on Thurstone’s scale has a
numerical value ranging from 1 = extremely anti to 11 = extremely pro. Similar to

almost every other scaling technique, the ‘method of equal-appearing intervals’ starts

with a large set of statements. Trochim (2006) advised that “Because this is a

unidimensional scaling method .. . the concept you are trying to scale is reasonably
thought of as one-dimensional” (⁋ 3). This straightforward method requires that the
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statements are as clear as possible, so that there is no ambiguity in the selection of the

preference. Obviously, people (also referred to as ‘judges’) who display more pro

attitudes will be more likely to agree with the statements that ultimately tend to be more
pro as well. The mean (or median) of the scale values based on responses to the

statements is considered the subject’s attitude scale. Eiser and van der Pligt (1988)

exemplified it well:

For instance, if, as is usual, the scale values range from 1 = extremely anti to 11 =
extremely pro, someone who agreed with 5 items that had the following scale

values 6.4, 7.2, 8.0, 8.8 and 9.6, would be given an attitude score of 8.0, that is,
moderately pro. (p. 5)
The secret for a successful interpretation of Thurstone’s method is to compile a

large number of statements and present them to a group of ‘judges’ who will express their
own anti or pro positions toward each item. It is also necessary that the scale values are
preset. The median is what determines the scale values. If there are evident variations

between participants in their ratings of a certain item, it is a clear indication that the item
is ambiguous; therefore, it should be suppressed from the questionnaire (Eiser & van der

Pligt, 1988).
Thurstone (1959) explained about his own method:

It should be possible ... to make four types of description by means of a scale of
attitudes. These are (1) the average or mean attitude of a particular individual on
the issue at stake, (2) the range of opinion that he is willing to accept or tolerate,

(3) the relative popularity of each attitude of the scale for a designated group as

31

shown by the frequency distribution for that group, and (4) the degree of

homogeneity or heterogeneity in the attitudes of a designated group on the issue
as shown by the spread or dispersion of its frequency distribution, (p. 222)

The Likert’s scale is similar to Thurstone’s method, but instead of relying on
judges, each subject reports the answers by selecting a number from 1 to 5. The scale
usually offers categories such as: strongly agree, agree, undecided, disagree, strongly

disagree. Occasionally, other variants such as approve/ disapprove; important/ not
important can also be found replacing agree/disagree. Both Thurstone and Likert
methods offer a distinguishing difference between favorable and unfavorable attitudes on

a given issue (Hilgard & Atkinson, 1967). They emphasized that “The quantitative

techniques of Thurstone, Likert, and others have made it possible to study changes in
attitudes through various influences and to study the persistence of changes through time”

(p. 585).
The Likert’s “method of summated ratings” is less distressing. Instead of
statements ranging from totally anti to totally pro, Likert’s method is administrated with
two groups of items, relatively close to each extreme (Eiser & van der Pligt, 1988). This

subjective scoring system uses numbers from 1 to 5 (or -2 to +2) for the pro items, and

reverse direction 5 to 1 (or +2 to -2) for the anti items. The sum of the ratings is each
subject’s attitude score. As exemplified by Eiser and van der Pligt (1988), “the effect, on
the total score, of disagreeing strongly with an anti item is the same as that of agreeing

strongly with a pro item” (p. 6).

Independently of which method is to be used, there are two main factors involved
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in attitude measurements. The number one reason why people want to measure attitude

is to know “not only whether a person has a positive or a negative view of a particular
issue or event, but also the strength of that feeling” (Glendon, Clarke, & McKenna, 2006,
p. 191). The authors suggested that the second reason why attitudes need to be measured

is for the ability of changing attitudes “through some intervention (e.g. a safety
campaign) then some objective measure is required to gauge attitudes before and after

intervention” (Glendon, Clarke, & McKenna, 2006, p. 191).

Instructors’ Attitudes and Technology

Intrinsically related to teachers’ attitudes toward technology are teachers’
perceptions about the subject. Yildirim (2000) pointed out that “Teachers teach as they

have been taught, and it is unlikely that computer skills will be transferred to students and
encouraged by teachers unless the teachers have positive attitudes toward computer use”

(p. 481). As a person matures, the surrounding people inevitably serve as models of
attitudes and behaviors. Similarly, more experienced teachers serve as models for newly
hired ones; therefore,

Experience with computers in the classroom and a good role model, in the form of
a classroom teacher who uses computers, lead to more positive attitudes towards
computers and an increased likelihood that the student teachers would use them in

their own teaching. (Robertson, Calder, Fung, Jones, & O’Shea, 1995, p. 74)
In 1998, the Texas Center for Educational Technology (TCET) conducted one of

the first massive surveys of teachers’ attitudes toward information technology. Gilmore
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(1998) pointed out that members of the faculty had modem computers available, but
questioned if they were using it appropriately. The author applied the same survey

conducted by TCET to determine in her own study if proper training had an impact on the

university faculty’s attitudes toward information technology. Gilmore’s study was

divided into two main parts: The first part was designed to investigate whether training
changed attitudes toward technology among faculty. The second portion of the study was
used to compare the differences in attitudes toward information technology among
faculty who received proper training and faculty who did not. There were 218. faculty
members from two different universities. Gilmore’s questionnaire was divided into five

main aspects: enthusiasm, avoidance, productivity improvement, anxiety, and electronic
mail use. Not surprisingly, the results showed that faculty members who received proper
technological trainings had a more positive attitude toward technology (Gilmore, 1998).

Almost a decade before Gilmore’s study took place, Collis (1988) had already warned
institutions that a lack of training had had the largest effect on faculty attitudes toward the

integration and use of information technology.

The problem seems persistent in recent studies as well. Kessler (2007) confirmed
that teacher preparation programs do not include enough CALL presence. Formal

trainings are usually replaced by informal sources and personal experiences. Kessler
added that, “The literature suggests that reliance upon this kind of preparation may not

best serve pedagogical needs due to distinctions between personal and pedagogical uses

of technology” (p. 173). As a result, more emphasis should be given to CALL applied to
teacher preparation. Kessler’s study included 108 graduates of Teachers of English to
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Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL) master’s degree programs. The conclusion of the
study was that informal CALL preparation is closely associated with technology while

formal CALL teaching preparation is not. Overall, the results of the web-based survey
showed that TESOL professionals seemed confident about CALL, but there was a lack of

confidence when creating CALL-based materials and addressing oral skills. Kessler

recommended the insertion of a CALL component into all language teaching masters

programs.
Harrington, Staffo, and Wright (2006) were also interested in investigating how a

computer-assisted curriculum could influence the learning process; namely, how the use
of a course management system (CMS) can help “improve content and instruction”, and

“how faculty attitudes may help or hinder that effort” (p. 178). The subjects for this
study were seven tenured and tenure-track faculty members from a major southeastern

university. The tests were analyzed qualitatively. Based on the analysis, the
investigators proposed five main categories concerning the use of a CMS: faculty

motivations, benefits, perspectives, differing class formats, and issues and needs. The
results of this study highlighted that course improvement highly depends on

communication and organization. Additionally, in order for the faculty members to be
involved with CMS, the investigators found out that the university’s commitment and

support were considered crucial (p. 178). The authors testified that
There is increased interest in the effectiveness of course management systems and
the ubiquity of course management systems seems to suggest that more research

on the effectiveness of such systems is needed. While many studies have been
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conducted on student impacts of course management systems, additional research
focusing on the faculty side of the equation is in great need. (p. 178)

The tendency observed in every study in this field is that training is directly
correlated with faculty’s attitudes toward information technology. The study presented
by Buckenmeyer and Freitas (2005) was no exception. With the captivating title of “No

Computer Left Behind: Getting Teachers on Board with Technology,” the authors

claimed that teachers are still not significantly integrated with technology. “Despite
research and reform efforts designed to put computers in classrooms, what teachers are

still most likely to use are PowerPoint, Internet research, and word processing” (p. 2).
The researchers developed and administered a 75-item survey formatted as Likert-type
statements to all 144 educators. Although 89% of the participants reported that they own
a computer, only 38% confirmed that they had received some formal training (p. 5). This

study confirmed that the predicted factors - attitude toward technology, available
resources and support, and professional development together with technology used by
teachers - played a crucial role in the process of embracing technology in the classrooms

(p. 13). Attitude toward technology was considered the strongest predictor of teacher
technology adoption and use (p. 14). The authors summarized that when teachers realize

how effectively technology impacts the student learning, they will embrace it.
Confidence in using technology is increased when teachers are proportionally more
exposed to it. Training and professional development activities are essential to

accomplish this goal (p. 15).
Besides training and development, implementation also seems to be a keyword to
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having technology successfully used in a classroom. Brill and Galloway (2007) shared

this same concern when they conducted a study about instructors’ integration of
technology in classroom-based practices at a large, public university in the United States.
They argued that, “Despite sizeable investments in hardware, software and supporting

infrastructures, little is known about implementation” (p. 95). The purpose of their study
was to examine how college-level instructors used classroom-based teaching

technologies and the instructors’ attitudes toward these devices. This qualitative study
measured the data utilizing two data collection methods, survey and interview. The

study’s findings revealed three major themes: “trends in current and future technology
use, the positive influence of technology on teaching and learning, and significant

barriers to technology use” (p. 98).

Promoting teachers’ trainings and workshops will definitely contribute to the
development of faculty confidence as far as teaching techniques using technology is

concerned. These techniques may range from a simple action, such as learning how to
connect with the internet to a more complex task, such as developing an online course

(Bumstad, Hoss, & McHargue, 1993; Grant & Keim, 2002; Little, 1993; Ward &
Mulholland, 2006). These authors agreed that there must be well-implemented
professional development programs designed in a way that will make it feasible to

expand the array of possibilities for action.

Unlike other subjects which are restrained to fields, educational technology is
ubiquitous and is a real concern across different disciplines, as was the empirical
evidence provided by a study investigated by Ahadiat (2005) titled “Factors that May

37

Influence or Hinder Use of Instructional Technology among Accounting Faculty” in
California. The purpose of the study was to analyze what factors facilitate or hinder the

decisions of faculty members to adopt technology into their classes. Ahadiat was
interested in finding whether gender, ethnicity, rank and sub-areas were determining
factors that influence the adoption of instructional technology. With a total of 271

participants, 66% male and 34% female, the overall results showed no significant

differences concerning technology-related issues among men and women, although
female faculty members ranked availability of equipment as their number one concern (p.

219). Age and experience showed significant differences in attitude toward the use of
technology in class. Younger and less experienced faculty members reported

compatibility of technology with existing materials as the most important factor

influencing the use of technology. Older and more experienced faculty members
revealed that student learning was their top priority (pp. 219-221). Ahadiat concluded

that “... as with age, lack of interest in technology is stronger among more experienced
faculty compared with those who have recently joined the profession” (p. 221). The
study did not find any significant differences between academic ranks and the use of

technology; neither did it find any salient links between ethnicity and using educational
technology.

The Australian Commissioned Report

At the beginning of this research, one of the most influential projects was an
Australian commissioned report (Australian Government, 1996) titled “The Implications
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of Technology for Language Teaching”, because its findings discussed issues from
curriculum planning to professional development. The foreword part of the study clearly

stated that “all involved in this project agreed that technology will not replace language
teachers” (iii). This study started off by pointing out the need to change practice, instead
of just improving existing ones. Although the report focused on curriculum design, the

questionnaire used in this attitudinal study was thoroughly elaborated. It was the first
questionnaire that reflected a significant part of what this research project intended to do.

The Australian report envisioned that educators needed to be engaged, and set its purpose
focusing on teachers’ attitudes and their reactions toward technology. There were other
significant parts of the study which are defined and linked to this research in the

following paragraphs.
According to the Australian study (Australian Government, 1996), historically,

technology can be broken down into the enhancement of an activity, the extension of an
activity and the transformation of an activity. Some people will argue that technology

can destroy several lives by increasing unemployment rates. Retrocession in history will

obviously report stances of technology replacing humans. But a harm and benefit

comparison will unmistakably show that the benefits prevail. As a matter of fact, the
presence of technology can no longer be ignored. As an industry in itself, education

cannot be a mere spectator as society advances. It is time to employ effective technology

to help educators improve their performance.

As an enhancement of an activity, technology needs to be employed in a way that
is considered non-threatening. If instructors decide to introduce new vocabulary using a
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PowerPoint® presentation, but the pictures are ambiguous or do not represent the new

lexicon, then the lesson objectives will be in vain. Not only will the instructors have

wasted time preparing the not-so-clear slides, but the students will now be confused as to
what new words are being introduced. The interface should be as user friendly as

possible, that way the learning process will be more comfortable for the students.

As mentioned before, technology can also be seen as an extension of an activity.
In a Spanish 202 class, for example, when the rich rhythms and different musical
instruments of the Caribe are discussed, a large number of instructors will rely, on

websites such as YouTube (www.youtube.com) to illustrate how the Caribbean people
dance salsa, for example.

A more drastic usage of technology is for transformation of an activity. Nobody

can deny that agricultural technology, for example, resulted in a displacement of labor.
But ask any student if an online tutorial explanation can replace an instructor’s face-to-

face class, and the majority will say that it does not. The interaction between a computer
and students is simply not the same as that of a teacher and students. Similarly, how can

technology transform an activity? In the 1970s, doing research for school paper was
difficult. Students had to rely either on encyclopedias or use the limited public school

library. Nowadays, parents are more concerned about having a fast Internet connection
for the sake of their children’s enthusiasm for online research. Technology is

increasingly widespread, transforming many aspects of modem social and work lives.
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY

This chapter discusses the various elements of the methodology used to collect
and analyze data for this mixed method study, which includes both quantitative and

qualitative methods. These elements include, but are not limited to: the research design,
the subjects, the site, the instruments, the procedures, and the timeframe.

Research Design
With the aid of a survey, class observations and personal interviews, this study

used triangulation to identify how frequently technology is utilized in the Spanish and
Portuguese classes at the University of Mississippi; and the instructors’ attitudes toward

technology. As mentioned in the Purpose Statement, the researcher’s main focuses were
to identify how much technology is used for academic purposes, how often it is used, and
if instructors and graduate teaching assistants (GTAs) embrace or refuse technology.

Additionally, another purpose of this study was to find out why/if instructors hesitate

about using technology, and what the hindrances of using it are.
The researcher collected and analyzed two types of data (numerical and text) in
three phases of this study. Data were equally weighted and collected throughout these

three phases, which were sequential but interconnected. The numerical data were
analyzed through descriptive and inferential statistics, and analyses results were obtained

with the use of SPSS® version 17 (Statistical Package for the Social Sciences) and

Exce®. The researcher opted for the mixed method mainly because of its capacity to
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confirm the data accuracy. Gay, Mills, and Airasian (2006) explained that the purpose of

mixed methods research is “to build on the synergy and strength that exists between
quantitative and qualitative research methods in order to understand a phenomenon more

fully than it is possible using either the quantitative or qualitative methods alone” (p.

490). Therefore, the numerical data, which were extracted mainly from the survey, were

correlated with the text from the interview responses and the class observations.

The Subjects and Site
One of the evident assumptions of this study is that faculty members play a vital

role when it comes to the selection and use of technology for instruction and research.
They are the ones who will embrace or refuse technology in their classes. To examine

their attitudes, this study is concentrated on an academic faculty at a single institution.
All subjects involved in this study were either instructors or graduate teaching assistants

of Spanish and Portuguese in the Department of Modem Languages at the University of
Mississippi. The graduate teaching assistants will be hereinafter called instructors for

simplicity.

The committee suggested that this study should be limited to 20 instructors of
Spanish and Portuguese only, mainly because the investigator is not familiar with the
software and other technological aspects used by other languages in the department.
Since this is a mixed method study, the committee considered 20 an adequate number of

participants for this study. Besides the fact that the representation was relatively
homogeneous, limiting the size of the sample also facilitated the collection of the answers
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on the survey, the personal interviews and the class observations.

The chart below represents a breakdown by percentages of the instructors of
Spanish and Portuguese in the participating department.

There were four main reasons why this study focused on two single groups of the

Department of Modem Languages faculty at the University of Mississippi. The primary
reason for concentrating on these two groups was due to the fact that the researcher has
been teaching these two languages at the same institution since August 1996, and has
been the director of these two languages since March 2007; therefore, the researcher’s

familiarity with the technological features of these two languages is immeasurably more
significant when compared to other languages taught in the same department.

The second reason for the concentration on a single school was due to the fact that
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strategies dealing with faculty and their involvement with technology inevitably vary

from institution to institution. The reality of the University of Mississippi will differ
from any other institution, even the ones located in the same state. The university, the
faculty and the technology available are all unique, and should be treated as such.

The third reason derived from the fact that the researcher is familiar with local
computer resources, and there was a need to investigate if other instructors were aware of
all the technology available on campus.

Lastly, limiting this study to the University of Mississippi presented the
researcher with a more practical approach, in terms of accessibility and manageability of

the sample for personal interviews and class observations.

The Instruments

To meet the purposes of this study, three basic instruments were used: a
survey, interview questions and class observations. The triangulation used in this study

was relevant not only because it allowed the researcher to use multiple data sources to
address the research questions, but also because it aimed to validate the results. By cross

checking the data, statistical trends were supported by qualitative arguments, which
helped assess the validity of this study. The collection of the data was accomplished

through the adapted survey, class observations and personal interviews. Wiersma (2000)
describes triangulation as a qualitative cross-validation process which combines two or

more data sources or data collection procedures. One of the earliest references to

triangulation in a study was from Webb, Campbell, Schwartz, and Sechrest (1966), who

44

believed that “Once a proposition has been confirmed by two or more independent

measurement processes, the uncertainty of its interpretation is greatly reduced. The most
persuasive evidence comes through a triangulation of measurement processes” (p. 3).

Hence, adding complexity to a research project will enhance its credibility.

The Survey
A paper version survey of the local instructors was used to identify their
utilization, concerns and attitudes toward teaching with technology. The survey was

administrated using a paper copy in order to avoid bias toward technology. The
statements and questions were designed to identify advantages and challenges

encountered by language instructors and professors using technology. Differences

among languages and technological requirements appropriate to different languages were

also accounted for in this study. Spanish, for example, is currently much better served by

technology than Portuguese. There are many more textbooks with online components for
Spanish than for Portuguese. One item that was measured in this survey was if

availability of software impacted the instructors’ decision when selecting the use of
technology in their classes.

The survey was composed of a total of 85 questions, mostly multiple choice
items. Section A was intended to gather background information. Section B assessed the
faculty’s personal experience with technology.

Section C provided in-depth questions, with negative and positive connotations
toward technology. The items in Section C were worded similarly, which maybe
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considered redundant, but were necessary for validation purposes. The survey questions

from Section C were partially based on items used in a national study named “Survey of

Faculty Attitudes toward Information Technology”, administrated by the Texas Center

for Educational Technology in 1998 and replicated from 2003 to 2008. This section of
the survey employed a true five-point Likert scale, which is a psychometric survey scale

developed by Dr. Rensis Likert. The Encyclopaedia Britannica (2010) described his scale

as “a means of determining attitudes along a continuum of choices, such as ‛strongly

agree,’ ‘agree,’ and ‘strongly disagree.’ A numerical value is assigned to each statement”

(⁋ 1).
Section D pertained to technological resources academically used and the

language skills that were impacted by technology. Section E was the last one, and it was
designed to investigate how the Spanish and Portuguese instructors perceived the reality

of the University of Mississippi campus, in regards to the available technology.

Validity and Reliability of the Survey
Tests for validity and reliability also conducted in this study are explained in the

subsequent paragraphs. Gay, Mills, and Airasian (2006) consider validity the most
important feature that a measuring instrument can present. Validity is what allows the

researchers to obtain an appropriate interpretation of the scores.

Since the sample of this study is considered extremely small, the researcher had to

rely not only on the inferences of this research, but also in existing studies that confirmed
the validity and the internal consistency reliabilities of the Teachers’ Attitudes toward
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Computer Questionnaire (TAC), one of the most comprehensive instruments with
subscales to measure teachers’ attitudes toward computers (Christensen & Knezek,

2000).
Most of the 24 items used in Section C of the survey of this study were adapted

from the scales used in the TAC, which was developed by Christensen and Knezek
(1996). The 284 items that compose the TAC were extracted from 14 previously

published instruments assessing teachers’ attitudes toward the computer, which presented
acceptable measurement properties (Christensen & Knezek, 1996). This questionnaire

was completed by 118 educators in Texas in 1995. Although more than a decade has
passed since this research was first conducted, the TAC remains significant mainly

because its “internal consistency reliabilities for the 32 Likert-type and Semantic

Differential subscales included in the battery ranged from 0.41 to 0.96, with 27 of the 32

indices falling in the ‛respectable’ range of 0.70 or higher” (Christensen & Knezek,
1996).

From 2003 to 2008, the same authors used “confirmatory factor analysis to verify
construct validity for the Teachers’ Attitudes toward Computers (TAC) Questionnaire”

(Christensen & Knezek, 2009, p. 143). Instead of utilizing all 284 original items, the
TAC questionnaire was redesigned and reduced to a 51-item version. It was administered

to 621 educators in California, Florida, New York, and Texas. In this five-year period,
all studies that employed the TAC questionnaire reported high internal consistency

reliabilities. This fact led the authors and other researchers to depend on the TAC as a
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well-validated, reliable and worthy instrument which focuses on teachers’ attitudes
toward computers (Christensen & Knezek, 2009).

Velasquez-Bryant and Shonkwiler (2004) confirmed that the lack of well-

publicized measurements of potential validity make their use for evaluation purposes
more challenging. When a broad and well-validated instrument is available, the

interpretation of findings is inevitably less complicated.
Although the sample size in this study is significantly smaller than other studies
that employed the TAC, the researcher’s perception of the questionnaire is that it is a

currently available instrument with good measurement properties; therefore, the

adaptation of the 24 items from the TAC is a reliable source, which has been employed
and tested by a significant amount of previous studies (Koohang, 1987; Gilmore, 1998;
Hardy, 1999; Knezek & Christensen, 2002; Albirini, 2006).

Among all 14 computer attitude questionnaires that contributed to the creation of

the TAC, the subscales used by Loyd and Gressard (1984) were the most relevant for this

study. They developed a Computer Attitude Scale (CAS) composed of three subscales:

Computer Liking, Computer Confidence, and Computer Anxiety. The 30 items on their
scale focused on anxiety or fear of computers, enjoyment of working with computers, and

confidence in learning to use computers. Although the subscales created by Loyd and
Gressard were utilized to measure not only teachers’ attitudes but the 155 eighth- through

twelfth-grade students as well, the reliabilities of the subscales, calculated using the
Cronbach’s alpha method (Computer Anxiety, α = .86; Computer Liking, α = .91;
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Computer Confidence, a = ,91) and the total CAS scores (α = .95) make this scale
appropriate to be adapted for other studies (Loyd & Gressard, 1984).

This particular investigation adapted and employed two dimensions to assess
teachers’ attitudes toward technology: 1. anxiety, fear and/or aversion; 2. enjoyment,
enthusiasm and/or confidence. These two dimensions and the items of which they are

composed will be further explained in Chapter 4, which explores the data analysis, results

and discussions.
The Interview
An interview was conducted with all volunteer participants, who were not
proportionally represented by each language. Spanish, for example, had a much larger

representation (n = 18) than Portuguese (n = 2). The questions used during the interview
were based on the ones proposed as the Research Questions, slightly changed to reflect

directness. The following questions were asked to all Spanish and Portuguese instructors
who volunteered their time and answers:
1. Your perceptions of the use of technology in language classes:

a. What technology do you use in class?
b. How often do you use it?

c. What are your attitudes toward technology?
2. How you integrate technology into your teaching approach:

a. What is your teaching approach?
b. What resources do you have for the use of technology?

c. What are the obstacles and incentives for the use of technology?
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Class Observations
All participants were observed while teaching for two consecutive semesters. The
goal was to leam firsthand how technology was applied during the class period and draw

a conclusion between theoretical and practice findings. As suggested by Mackey and

Gass (2005), observations do not tend to offer the researcher a real concept of the
participants’ behaviors and actions; therefore, observations are considered more useful
when combined with another instrument. As in other studies, the triangulation used in

this research was able to “aid in credibility, transferability, confirmability, and,

dependability in qualitative research” (p. 368).
A standardized form was used for all class observations. The form was based on
the one currently being used for regular class observations for all 100- and 200-levels

courses of Spanish and Portuguese. The first part of the form was reserved to recording
sequential activities which took place in class in a 5-minute increment. The second part

of the class observation form was related to global assessment for a particular class. The
third part of the form was designed to measure the use of the target language, using

percentages which range from 100% to less than 50% of the time. The fourth part of the
form analyzed the instructors’ linguistic competence. The fifth part of the form
highlighted which technological tools were used in that particular class. The observer

marked all options that applied to the class being observed. The sixth part of the form
attempted to measure the instructors’ level of comfort, optimism, and enthusiasm for
technology, and the students’ interest in multimedia resources. The seventh part of the

form concentrated on measuring the effectiveness of technology integrated with teaching.
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The eighth - and last - part of the form was reserved for comments and suggestions. A

Likert-type scale was used for parts 2, 6 and 7.

The researcher decided to add class observations as one of the instruments
because they are essential for a study that involves attitudes. It is through participant

observation that the observer has a chance to get acquainted with the subjects. As noted
by Glesne (2006), through observations “...you learn firsthand how the actions of

research participants correspond to their words; see patterns of behavior; experience the
unexpected, as well as the expected; and develop a quality of trust, relationship, and

obligation with others in the setting” (p. 49). The class observations will not only arm the

researcher with an essential tool to assist constructing credibility to the survey but also to
the interview.

The Procedures
This study used a three-stage coexisting process. The first instrument used in this

research was the self-assessed survey, which was confidential in the sense that the
participants’ real identity was replaced by numbers 1 through 19. The class observation

and the personal interview appeared next, in that order. The class observation is already
mandatory for all instructors in the department; therefore, the researcher adapted the

existing form to focus on the use of technology in class. All instructors who gave their

consent via e-mail were videotaped. Having such a useful source available was ideal for
late consultation in case some aspects of the class needed to be double-checked. The
survey and the personal interviews were strictly on a voluntary basis. After the

participants completed the survey and were observed, an interview was conducted. The
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researcher used six direct questions about their teaching approach and their attitude
toward technology used in class. These are the three stages in this study.

The results of the triangulation of all instruments validated one another. In this
study, equal amounts of relevance were given to both the qualitative and the quantitative

data. The independent variables in this research project were - but not limited to - age,

gender, degree level, years of service, and faculty training. The dependent variables in
this study were faculty attitudes toward technology, personal experience as a language
instructor, and support received by the department for technological development.
The completion of this study will identify the instructors’ attitudes toward

technology and what facilitates or refrains instructors from using technology more often.

Timeframe

This research timeframe was one academic year starting in the fall 2009 semester

and ending in the spring 2010 semester at the University of Mississippi’s Department of

Modem Languages. Given the short timeline of this project, the results solely relied on
the triangulation of the survey, the class observations and the personal interviews.
Considering how rapidly new language software is released every semester and how a

crescent number of instructors adopt the use of technology, the research questions listed
in this project were based on the appraisal revealed by the questionnaires.
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CHAPTER 4: DATA ANALYSIS, RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

This study examined the instructors’ attitudes toward the use of technology at the

University of Mississippi. To determine the answers to the proposed research questions,

the researcher employed descriptive statistics and the following statistical tests:
Cronbach’s alpha and Pearson product-moment correlation, which will be explained in

details in the subsequent paragraphs. Descriptive statistics were used to describe the
basic features of the data in this study. All data were entered and coded in a Microsoft

Excel® spreadsheet and later exported to SPSS® version 17 (Statistical Package for the

Social Sciences), which was the software used to perform statistical analyses.
This chapter will highlight the data collection and analyses, the survey results, the
validity and reliability of the instruments, and the results from the class observations and
the interviews.

Review of the Purpose Statement and Research Questions

Chapter 1 described, among other items, the purpose of this study. In order to

clarify which facets of technology this study highlights, the purpose statement has been
relisted as follows:
1. Identify how much technology is used in language teaching in higher education,

namely at the University of Mississippi;
2. Identify the perceptions from the instructors’ perspectives as to what the most effective
resources for language teaching and learning are (i.e., Which resources do instructors
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consider to be practicable, motivational, and supportive of the development of
proficiency? Which resources promote interaction, support differentiation in

teaching/leaming and assessment and are sustainable?);
3. Identify obstacles as well as facilitators in the use of technology in language teaching;

4. Identify samples of what is considered innovative technological resource use; and
5. Identify the frequency of technology use in the department.

In addition to the purpose statement, the research questions were added to Chapter
4 as well, mainly for the purpose of clarification. The data collection and analyses were

based on the purpose statement and the research questions. The subsequent paragraphs in
this chapter report the findings for each of the proposed items.

The research questions listed in Chapter 1 were:
1. What are the instructors’ perceptions of the use of technology in language classes?

a. What technology is used in the instructors’ classes?
b. How often do they use it?

c. What are their attitudes toward technology?
2. How do the instructors integrate technology into their teaching approach?

a. What is their teaching approach?
b. What resources do they have for the use of technology?

c. What are the obstacles and incentives for the use of technology?

Data Collection

In the fall of 2009 and spring of 2010, copies of the survey (see Appendix B)

54

were distributed among the instructors of Spanish and Portuguese in the Department of

Modem Languages at the University of Mississippi. The researcher opted for the paper

version of the questionnaire to avoid bias toward technology. Instructors were invited via
e-mail to participate in the study. It was clearly stated that the participation was

voluntary and that the researcher was asking for their input as a colleague and not as their
direct supervisor (see Appendix E).

Of the 20 surveys sent out 19 were completed and returned, which represents a

95% response rate. Upon collection, all surveys were examined for completeness and
numerically labeled (1 - 19) for purposes of anonymity. Participants were coded with

numbers associated with the order in which the surveys were returned. A returned survey
labeled number 1, for example, meant that it was the first one to surface in the

researcher’s mailbox. Consequently, a returned survey labeled number 19 was the last

one collected.

As mentioned previously, this research employed both qualitative and quantitative
methods; therefore, it is considered a mixed method study with triangulation. The most

significant quantitative data in this research was originated from the survey, which was
composed of 85 items. The nominal data were used to identify the population and were

formed by items such as class mode (traditional, online or hybrid), employment status

(full-time or part-time) and gender. The ordinal data were assimilated with the Likerttype scale items of the survey, namely that the items were ranked according to the most

frequent responses from the rating scale.
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The Survey Results
Section A

Section A of the survey focused on the participants’ background information. It is
appropriate to label it “Demographic Data,” since that section of the survey collected

information about the class mode, number of sections taught per week, gender, age, level
of education, employment status and years as a university level instructor. The answers

were tabulated by frequency and percentage. The results are summarized in Table 4.1.

Of the 19 who responded, 47.37% (n = 9) identified their most frequent class

mode as “traditional,” and 47.37% (n = 9) marked “hybrid.” There was no “online” class
mode. There was one blank answer, representing 5.26% of the data. This particular
subject actually failed to complete the entire Section A. For simplicity purposes, this

blank datum will not be mentioned in every single category described below;
nevertheless it is necessary that it is included in the calculations, since that 5.26% is part
of the total percentage for Section A.
In a regular week, 26.32% (n = 5) of the participants reported teaching 2-3

sections a week; the great majority of the instructors, 63.16% (n = 12), replied that they
teach 4-5 sections in a regular week; 5.26% (n = 1) reported teaching 6+ sections.

The participants’ age was also grouped: 36.84% (n = 7) belonged to the 21-30 age

group; 26.32% (n = 5) identified themselves as members of the 31-40 age group; another
15.79% (n = 3) declared that they were in the 41-50 group; 15.79% (n = 3) more reported
belonging to the 50 years old or above group.

As far as the highest level of education was concerned, 21.05% (n = 4) of the
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participants responded that they hold a Bachelor’s degree; 57.89% (n = 11) marked that
they have a Master’s degree; 15.79% (n = 3) replied that they hold a Doctor’s degree.

Gender was one of the independent factors that was not equally represented. The
majority, 63.16% (n = 12), of the participants is female, compared to 31.58% (n = 6)

male.
When asked if they were part-time or full-time faculty, 78.95% (n = 15) reported

being full-time, while 15.79% (n = 3) stated that they are part-time.
Concerning university level teaching experience, 36.84% (n = 7) claimed to have

between 1-3 years of experience; 5.26% (n = 1) reported having between 4-6 years of
experience; and more than half of the subjects, 52.63% (n = 10), replied that they have
been teaching at the university level for 7 years or more. The distribution of the faculty

participants is presented in Table 4.1.
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Table 4.1
Section A. Profile ofFaculty Participants (N = 19)
Item
Class Mode
Traditional
Online
Hybrid

Count

Percent

9
0
9

47.37%

Sections per Week
5
2 to 3
12
4 to 5
1
6+

Age Group
21 to 30 years
31 to 40 years
41 to 50 years
Above 50
years

Count

Percent

6
12

29.41%
64.71%

Employment
Status
Part-time
Full-time

3
15

11.76%
82.36%

7
1

35.30%
5.88%

10

52.94%

Item
Gender
Male
Female

47.37%

26.32%
63.16%
5.26%

7
5
3

36.84%
26.32%
15.79%

University Level
Teaching Experience
1 to 3 years
4 to 6 years

3

15.79%

7 years or more

4
11
3

21.05%
57.89%
15.79%

Highest Level of
Education
Bachelor's
Master's
Doctor's

Note: One participant failed to complete the entire Section A of the survey. The omitted missing
percentage, 5.26%, needs to be factored when analyzing the total percentage of this table.

The Survey Results

Section B

Section B of the survey aimed to measure the instructors’ personal experience

with technology. This section was included to analyze the first purpose statement
described in Chapter 1 (“1. Identify how much technology is used in language teaching in
higher education, namely at the University of Mississippi”) and the research question 1b
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(“How often do they use it?”)

Of all participants, 89.47% (n = 17) reported that they have a computer at home,

compared to 10.53% (n = 2) who said that they do not own a home computer. One
hundred percent (n = 19) of the participants claimed to use a computer daily, either at
home or at work. The most popular programs were PowerPoint® presentation software

and electronic mail, used by 100% (n = 19) of the participants on a daily basis. Other
programs considered prominent among the faculty were Microsoft Word®, with 84.21%
(n = 16) of daily users, and Microsoft Excel®, accounting for 21.05% (n = 4) of the daily

usage. None of the participants reported using Microsoft Access® or any other database
software.
When asked why they use the Internet, 100% (n = 19) of the participants selected
“to make travel plans,” followed by 94.74% (n = 18) who marked “to do research” and

94.74% (n = 18) more who selected “to keep in touch with friends and family.” Many of
the participants, 89.47% (n = 19), use the Internet “to shop.” A reported 78.95% (n = 15)
stated that they use the Internet “to obtain teaching ideas” and “for social networking.”

The next most frequent reason why the instructors use the Internet was “to download
pictures from a camera,” with 68.42% (n = 13) of users, followed by 63.16% (n = 12)

who use it “to pay bills” and “to make bank transactions.” Only 10.53% (n = 2) of the
participants use the Internet “to take online classes.”

Figure 4.1 summarizes the instructors’ most frequent activities while using the
Internet daily.

59

Daily Internet Use
To download pictures from a camera 68.42%
78.95%
For social networking
94.74%
To keep in touch with friends
78.95%
To obtain teaching ideas
94.74%
To do research
To take online classes
10.53 63.16% 63.16% 10 %89.47%
To make bank transactions
To pay bills
To make travel plans
To shop
0

5

10

13
15
18
15
18

Percentage
N = 19

12

19

17
15

20

Figure 4.1. Most frequent activities for the instructors’ daily use of the Internet.

The selection of devices was also ranked. Cell phone was the most widely used
device with 94.74% (n = 18) of users. The second item used at least once a week is cell

phone with text messaging, with 68.42% (n = 13) of users. Chat rooms are relatively
popular among the instructors, as 52.63% (n = 10) of them reported using online chatting.

Smart phones, such as the Blackberry® and the iPhone® are used less by the instructors
than iPods® and MP3 players, accounting for 26.32% (n = 5) and 47.37% (n = 9) of the
instructors’ selection, respectively. None of the participants reported using a Palm Trek®

or any other handheld device.

As far as formal computer training is concerned, 42.11% (n = 8) of the instructors
checked that they have had “some” formal training. Fourteen of them (73.68%) claimed
to be self-taught with the aid of a book, CD or online material. None of the participants
reported having “a lot” of training, and 21.05% (n = 4) stated that they have “no formal
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training” when the subject is computers.

The Survey Results
Section C

Section C of the survey was included for the purpose of assessing the instructors’
relationship with technology. This section, combined with the class observation and

interview, was designed to answer research question number 1c. “What are their attitudes

toward technology?” As mentioned in the methodology chapter, Section C is composed
of 24 items using a true five-point Likert scale, which was labeled by numbers and

prefixes: 1. SD = Strongly disagree; 2. D = Disagree; 3. U = Undecided; 4. A = Agree;

and 5. SA = Strongly Agree. The researcher decided to use prefixes for practicality

purposes while labeling the columns in which the respondents would enter their answers.
Numbers were used for tabulation and computation while performing the statistical
analyses in both Excel® and SPSS®.

This section is most significant for the interpretation of the quantitative data, as it

has allowed the researcher to measure reliability and internal consistency of the items
through the utilization of Cronbach’s alpha and Pearson correlation tests.

As mentioned in chapter 3, this particular investigation adapted and employed two
dimensions to assess teachers’ attitudes toward technology: 1. anxiety, fear and/or

aversion; 2. enjoyment, enthusiasm and/or confidence. Items in Section C of the survey
(Relationship with Technology) were randomly listed, not grouped by dimensions.

Cronbach’s alpha, “which is the most common measure of scale reliability” (Field, 2005,
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p. 667), was computed for each scale, and the results are displayed in Tables 4.3 and 4.7.

Both scales revealed a high level of reliability with all alphas exceeding .90. The results
obtained from the Cronbach’s alpha tests clearly suggested that the items had internal
consistency.

While anxiety, fear, aversion, enjoyment, enthusiasm and confidence are all
abstract concepts that cannot be physically measured, the validity and reliability of these
dimensions have been well established by previous studies.

The first dimension of this study - anxiety, fear and/or aversion of technology was identified by the survey items about technology negatively worded, such as numbers
24, 27, 29, 30, 31, 32, 34, 35, 36, 38, 41, 42 and 45. In order to assure that the
participants were answering the questions attentively, these negatively worded items
were not grouped by dimensions, but rather inserted among positive connotation items.

Without blending the connotations, the items in the first dimension and the ones in the
second dimension probably would have canceled each other out.

Table 4.2 illustrates the items that imply negative association with technology.
Table 4.2

Survey Items with Negative Connotation (First Dimension)
24. Learning about technology is frightening to me.
27. Technology is not exciting.
29.1 get a sinking feeling when I think of trying to use technology.

30. Working with technology makes me feel tense and uncomfortable.
31. Technology intimidates and threatens me.
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Table 4. 2 (Continued)

32. Technology frustrates me.
34. I sometimes get nervous just thinking about technology.
35.

36.

A computer-based test would scare me.

I feel apprehensive about using technology.

38. Not many people can use technology efficiently.
41. I do not think that I could handle a computer course for a whole semester.

42. Iwould never take a job where I had to work with technology.

45.

You have to be a geek to work with technology.

The results of these 13 items (N = 19) from the first dimension showed a high
level of reliability with Cronbach’s alpha exceeding .90. The highest mean (2.79) was

obtained from item number 38 (“Not many people can use technology efficiently.”) The
lowest mean (1.47) was derived from item numbers 31 (“Technology intimidates and

threatens me.”) and 42 (“I would never take a job where I had to work with technology.”)
These low means suggested that the instructors did not categorize themselves as being

anxious or having fear or aversion of technology. Table 4.3 summarizes the Cronbach’s

alpha results for the items from the first dimension, which suggested a high average inter
item correlation.
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Table 4.3
Reliability Statistics for Items from the First Dimension

Cronbach’s Alpha

Cronbach’s Alpha Based on
Standardized Items

Number of Items

.907

.892

13

The mean and the standard deviation of each item from the first dimension are

listed in Table 4.4.

Table 4.4

Statistics for Items from the First Dimension
Mean

Standard

N

deviation

24. Learning about technology is
frightening to me.
27. Technology is not exciting.
29. I get a sinking feeling when I think
of trying to use technology.
30. Working with technology makes
me feel tense and uncomfortable.
31. Technology intimidates and
threatens me.
32. Technology frustrates me.
34. I sometimes get nervous just
thinking about technology.
35. A computer-based test would
scare me.
36. I feel apprehensive about using
technology.
38. Not many people can use
technology efficiently.

1.58
1.63

.961
.761

19
19

1.74

1.147

19

1.68

.885

19

1.47
2.00

.697
1.155

19
19

1.84

1.015

19

1.95

1.177

19

1.89

1.049

19

2.79

1.084

19
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Table 4.4 (Continued)
41. I do not think that I could handle
a computer course for a whole semester. 1.95
42. I would never take a job where
I had to work with technology.
1.47
45. You have to be a geek to
2.11
work with technology.

1.079

19

.612

19

.994

19

The minimum and maximum means, as well as the minimum and maximum
inter-item correlations for the 13 negatively worded items are shown in Table 4.5.
Table 4.5

Summary of the 13 Items from the First Dimension Statistical Data

Mean

Minimum

Maximum

Range Maximum /

Variance

Minimum

Item Means
Inter-Item
Correlations

1.854

1.474

2.789

1.316

1.893

.120

.429

-.385

.952

1.337

-2.470

.095

The second dimension in this study - enjoyment, enthusiasm and/or confidence was referred to as an individual’s belief about his or her excitement for or interest in

technology. These values were positively associated with technology, and were shown in

the survey by items numbers 21, 22, 23, 25, 26, 28, 33, 39, 40, 43 and 44.
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Table 4.6

Survey Items with Positive Connotation (Second Dimension)
21.

I think that working with technology is enjoyable.

2. I want to learn more about technology.
23 . The challenge of learning about technology is exciting.

25.

I like using the computer as a learning tool.

26. If given the opportunity, I would like to learn more about the use of technology.
28. Computer lessons are one of my favorite subjects.
33.

I have a lot of self-confidence when it comes to working with technology.

39. Learning to operate computers is like learning any new skill; The more you practice,
the better you become.

40. Knowing how to use computers is a worthwhile skill.
43. A job using computers would be very interesting.

44. If given the opportunity, I would like to learn about and use different technology.

The scale analysis of this second dimension, established at the Cronbach’s alpha
level of .91, assessed the validity of the instrument and reinforced the reliability of these
items. The highest mean (4.63) was obtained for item number 40 (“Knowing how to use

computers is a worthwhile skill.”) The lowest mean (2.53) derived from item number 28

(“Computer lessons are one of my favorite subjects.”) These high means suggested that
the instructors enjoy technology and experience enjoyment, enthusiasm and/or

confidence when applying it to their daily routine.
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Table 4.7
Reliability Statistics for Items from the Second Dimension

Cronbach’s Alpha

Cronbach’s Alpha Based on
Standardized Items

.910

Number of Items

.915

The mean and the standard deviation of each item from the second dimension are

listed in Table 4.8.

Table 4.8
Statistics for Items from the Second Dimension

21. I think that working with technology
is enjoyable.
22. I want to learn more about technology.
23. The challenge of learning about
technology is exciting.
25. I like using the computer as a
learning tool.
26. If given the opportunity, I would like to
learn more about the use of technology.
28. Computer lessons are one of my
favorite subjects.
33. I have a lot of self-confidence when it
comes to working with technology.
39. Learning to operate computers is like
learning any new skill: The more you
practice, the better you become.
40. Knowing how to use computers is
a worthwhile skill.

Mean

Standard
deviation

N

4.05
4.11

.848
.809

19
19

3.74

.806

19

4.21

.631

19

4.05

.780

19

2.53

1.124

19

3.95

.780

19

4.42

.692

19

4.63

.496

19
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Table 4.8 (Continued)

43. A job using computers would be
very interesting.
3.95
44. If given the opportunity, I would like
to learn about and use different
4.00
technology.

.911

19

.667

19

The minimum and maximum means, as well as the minimum and maximum
inter-item correlations for the 11 negatively worded items are shown in Table 4.9.

Table 4.9
Summary of the 11 Items from the Second Dimension Statistical Data

Mean

Minimum

Maximum

Range Maximum /

Variance

Minimum

Item Means
Inter-Item
Correlations

3.967

2.526

4.632

2.105

1.833

.287

.495

-.031

.801

.832

-25.427

.036

After statistically analyzing both dimensions, a Pearson’s product-moment
correlation (the Pearson r) was also computed to measure the strength of the relationship

between these two variables, which are labeled ANX (anxiety) and ENJ (enjoyment).

The analysis suggested that there is a strong statistically significant negative linear
relationship between enjoyment and anxiety (r = -.848, p < 0.001). Given that there is no
relationship between enjoyment of technology and anxiety about technology, the
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probability of calculating a Pearson’s r of -.848 is less than 0.001. In other words, as
enjoyment scores increased by 1 unit, anxiety scores decreased by .848 units. A negative
correlation displays a relation in which as one variable increases the other variable has a

tendency to decrease (George & Mallery, 2010). Although the measures in Section C are

generally considered to be ordinal, interpreting them as interval seems to be the normal
trend in contemporary social science (Achen & Shively, 1995; Agresti, 2007, Garson,
2009). Additionally, by interpreting the data as interval, the researcher was able to report

more data, such as means and standard deviations. Spearman’s rho, the technique used to
describe ordinal data, provided very similar results (-.864) to a Pearson’s r.

Table 4.10 summarizes the mean of the Likert-type scale and the standard

deviation of each dimension. The results confirmed that the higher the enjoyment,

enthusiasm and/or confidence toward technology the lower the levels of anxiety, fear
and/or aversion were.
Table 4.10

Summary of the Mean and Standard Deviation of both Dimensions

Mean

Standard deviation

N

ANX

1.8543

.65064

19

ENJ

3.9665

.57513

19

The negative Pearson’s correlation between anxiety and enjoyment is illustrated
in Table 4.11. As seen in the table below, there is an inverse association between these

two variables.

69

Table 4.11
Pearson's Correlation between Both Dimensions

ANX Pearson’s Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
ENJ

Pearson’s Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

ENJ
-.848
.000
19

ANX
I
19

1

-.848
.000
19

19

The Survey Results

Section D
Section D of the survey - Technological Resources Academically Used - was

incorporated into the questionnaire with the purpose of measuring how often the

instructors use the many technological resources listed in that section. This section is
associated with the second purpose statement (“2. Identify the perceptions from the
instructors’ perspectives as to what the most effective resources for language teaching

and learning are [i.e., Which resources do instructors consider to be practicable,
motivational, and supportive of the development of proficiency? Which resources
promote interaction, support differentiation in teaching/1earning and assessment and are

sustainable?”]), the fifth purpose statement (“5. Identify the frequency of technology use
in the department”), as well as research question la (“What technology is used on the

instructors’ classes?”).
The answer to these two purpose statements and the research question were

obtained by analyzing the instructors’ responses to survey question number 75 (“For
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which skill[s] do you apply technology more often?”). The majority of the participants,
84.21% (n = 16) reported that they use technology for vocabulary exercises, followed by

73.68% (n = 14) who stated that they use technology for grammatical exercises. A
68.42% (n = 13) selected cultural research as the third most frequent reason why
instructors apply technology into their academic activities. Text drafting did not seem to

be an activity in demand among the instructors, as only 31.58% (n = 6) reported it as a

skill integrated with technology. Reading comprehension was selected by 47.37% (n = 9)
of the participants, while listening and speaking tasks were chosen by more than half of
the subjects, at 52.63% (n = 10) each. Speaking tasks and pronunciation did not appear

to be a frequent skill integrated with technology, as only 15.78% (n = 3) and 10.52%

(n = 2), respectively reported utilizing these skills. Option number 10 (“Other skills Please specify”) was selected twice but no skills were written in the provided space. In

summary, vocabulary exercises, grammatical exercises and cultural research were
selected as resources that instructors consider to be more practicable, motivational, and
supportive of the development of language proficiency.

Figure 4.2 summarizes the skills most frequently applied to technology among the

instructors.
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Skills Most Frequently Applied to

Figure 4.2. Skills most frequently applied to technology.

The fifth purpose statement (“5. Identify the frequency that technology use in the

department”), as well as research question 1a (“What technology is used on the
instructors’ classes?”) were answered with the use of an analysis of a frequency test run

with variables 46 through 72 of Section D of the survey. Table 4.12 summarizes the
results for these items.
Table 4.12

Frequency Table for Technological Resources when Teaching Academically (N = 19)
Item

Conventional
Textbooks

Valid
3
4

Frequency

Percent

5.3
94.7

1
18

Cumulative Percent

5.3
100.0

Note. Valid 1= NU (Not Used); 2 = UR (Used Rarely; 3 = UO (Used Occasionally); 4 = UE (Used
Regularly)
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Table 4.12 (Continued)

Item

Valid

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative Percent

Electronic
Textbooks

1
2
3
4

4
6
8
1

21.1
31.6
42.1
5.3

Broadcast
Television

1
2
3
4

11
3
4
1

57.9
15.8
21.1
5.3

57.9
73.7
94.7
100.0

Broadcast
Radio

1
2
3

12
6
1

62.3
31.6
5.3

62.3
94.7
100.0

Video or
audio tapes

1
2
3
4

1
3
12
3

5.3
15.8
63.2
15.8

5.3
21.1
84.2
100.0

Videoconferencing

1
2

17
2

89.5
10.5

89.5
100.0

Audioconferencing

1
2

17
2

89.5
10.5

89.5
100.0

Interactive
television

1
3

17
2

89.5
10.5

89.5
100.0

Audiographics

1
2
3

17
1
1

89.5
5.3
5.3

89.5
94.7
100.0

Internet chat
and role play
discussions

1
2
3

13
3
3

68.4
15.8
15.8

68.4
84.2
100.0

Online workbook

3
4

1
18

5.3
94.7

5.3
100.0

21.1
52.6
94.7
100.0

Note. Valid 1= NU (Not Used); 2 = UR (Used Rarely; 3 = UO (Used Occasionally); 4 = UE (Used
Regularly)
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Table 4.12 (Continued)

Item

Valid

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative Percent

Online gradebook

4

19

100.0

100.0

E-mail, bulletin
boards, discussion
lists

1
3
4

3
1
15

15.8
5.3
78.9

15.8
21.1
100.0

Electronic
newspapers

1
2
3
4

5
5
5
4

26.3
26.3
26.3
21.1

26.3
52.6
78.9
100.0

Interactive
multimedia,
CD-Rom material

1
2
3
4

4
2
10
3

21.1
10.5
52.6
15.8

21.1
31.6
84.2
100.0

Video diskbased

1
2
3
4

9
2
5
3

47.4
10.5
26.3
15.8

47.4
57.9
84.2
100.0

Drill and practice
1
computer-based
2
teaching courseware 4

8
3
8

42.1
15.8
42.1

42.1
57.9
100.0

Tutorial computerbased teaching
courseware

1
2
3
4

5
4
7
3

26.3
21.1
36.8
15.8

26.3
47.4
84.2
100.0

Multilingual
1
dictionary, spelling, 2
thesaurus, grammar, 3
4
usage, and style
software

4
3
3
9

21.1
15.8
15.8
47.4

21.1
36.8
52.6
100.0

Note, Valid 1= NU (Not Used); 2 = UR (Used Rarely; 3 = UO (Used Occasionally); 4 = UE (Used
Regularly)
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Table 4.12 (Continued)

Item

Valid

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative Percent

Computer-based
translation aids

1
2
3
4

10
3
5
1

52.6
15.8
26.3
5.3

52.6
68.4
94.7
100.0

Presentation and
other graphic
software

4

19

100.0

100.0

Downloadable
videos

1
2
3
4

3
4
5
7

15.8
21.1
26.3
36.8

15.8
36.8
63.2
100.0

Multimedia and
hypermedia
composition
software

1
2
3
4

12
2
4
1

63.2
10.5
21.1
5.3

63.2
73.7
94.7
100.0

Shared document
presentation
software

1
2
3
4

12
1
5
1

63.2
5.3
26.3
5.3

63.2
68.4
94.7
100.0

LCD projector
or any other
equipment to
project computer
screen
Language laboratory
(audio/video
equipment only)

3
4

2
17

10.5
89.5

10.5
100.0

1
2
3
4

4
2
7
6

21.1
10.5
36.8
31.6

21.1
31.6
68.4
100.0

Note. Valid 1= NU (Not Used); 2 = UR (Used Rarely; 3 = UO (Used Occasionally); 4 = UE (Used
Regularly)

The frequencies above clearly indicated that online gradebooks and presentation
software (e.g., PowerPoint®) were the most widely used resources, as 100% (N = 19) of
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the instructors reported using them on a regular basis. Although conventional textbooks
are not considered a technological resource, this item was included in this section of the

survey for a parallel comparison against electronic textbooks. The results suggested that
the conventional textbooks are still preferred by the instructors, as 94.73% (n = 18) of
them regularly carried their textbooks to a classroom, compared to only 5.26% (n = 1)
who used the electronic version of a textbook (e-book). The online workbook, however,

was considered an item frequently used by 94.73% (n = 18) of the participants.
Other technological resources regularly used by the instructors are LCD
projectors or any other equipment able to project computer screen, which are used
regularly by 89.47% (n = 17) of the subjects. Computer-mediated communication (e.g.,

e-mail, bulletin boards, discussion lists) appeared with a significant frequency as well:
78.94% (n = 15).
Video or audio tapes were listed as occasionally used by the instructors, at
63.15% (n = 12). Interactive multimedia, such as CD-ROM material, accounted for

52.63% (n = 10) of the occasionally used resources.

The results suggested that the instructors of Spanish and Portuguese in the

department use resources that are considered standard in cross-disciplines. PowerPoint®,
for example, is a widely used presentation program that was developed to the business

world but has now become customary in educational technology (Jones, 2003). An online

workbook is not a product utilized exclusively by the University of Mississippi.
Computerized exercises have been advocated since the early 1960s (Decker, 1976).
Course redesigns that promote the dissemination of hybrid courses are more accessible
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than ever before (Lesser & Gramling, 2007). MyLab®, a Pearson Education online
product, has over 6 million users, with 150,000 of those registered for MyLanguageLab®,

which is the software used by the Spanish program (B. Hemmer, personal
communication, March 31, 2010).

While there is no evidence that online workbooks offer revolutionary
improvements in language learning, the benefits are more obviously observed among
faculty than among students. Feustle (2001) summarized those advantages precisely:

“When properly implemented, these programs all but eliminate the tedium of evaluating

and grading student workbooks, thus returning valuable time to teachers to do those
things for which their preparation and talents are best suited” (p. 837).

The Survey Results
Section E

The last part of the survey served to assess the reality of the University of
Mississippi and is labeled in the survey as Section E - Campus Technology. This section

was created by the researcher to investigate the unique characteristics of the University of
Mississippi, namely technology in its classrooms and the IT Media department.
When asked about the resources that are locally available (research question 2b),

the instructors reported that an LCD projector and a university laptop were used

practically every time that they taught a language class. These two resources accounted
for 89.47% (n = 17) and 84.21% (n = 16) of the answers, respectively. Other equipment

notably reported and used on campus were a lectern with a permanent desktop,
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representing 47.36% (n = 9) and a screen, which was part of the daily teaching routine of
52.63% (n = 10) of the participants. One participant, representing (5.26%) marked the

option “Other equipment. Please specify,” and described a VGA adapter as an article
used in practically every class.
Figure 4.3 graphically represents the equipment most frequently used by the

subjects on the campus of the University of Mississippi.

Equipment Used on Campus

Percentages

Figure 4.3. Most frequently used equipment available on campus.

Question 81 of the survey can also be linked to research question 2b (“What

resources do they have for the use of technology?”), as it asked the participants to specify
whether they needed to request any equipment or if the classroom was fully equipped. A

significant number of instructors, more specifically 79% (n = 15), declared that they
needed to request a laptop for most of the classes; while 21% (n = 4) informed that they

took their own laptop to most of their classes. Only 16% (n = 3) of the subjects stated
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that the classrooms in which they taught are fully equipped and that they did not need to

request any equipment for most of their classes.
In order to identify the hindrances as well as the incentives of the academic use of
technology, the researcher included purpose statement number 3 (“Identify obstacles as

well as facilitators in the use of technology in language teaching”) and research question

number 2c (“What are the obstacles and incentives for the use of technology?”) The
results obtained from survey questions numbers 82, 83, 84 and 85 can be used to measure
the instructors’ satisfaction level and the issues that they consider obstacles. Question 82,

for example, (“If you requested equipment form IT Media before, in general, how
satisfied are you with their services?”) showed that the majority of the instructors,
57.89% (n = 11), were either “very satisfied” or “satisfied” with the IT Media services.

Other 21.05% (n = 4) of the instructors seemed to have a “neutral” opinion about the
equipment delivered by IT Media. Twenty-one per cent (n = 4) more of the surveyed
instructors stated that they were either “dissatisfied” or “very dissatisfied” with the
delivery services. Table 4.13 summarizes the level of satisfaction perceived by the
instructors when it involves equipment delivery at the University of Mississippi.

Table 4.13

Instructors' Satisfaction Level toward On-Campus Equipment Delivery
Item Number
1 and 2
3
4 and 5

Responses

Description
Very satisfied / Satisfied
Neutral
Dissatisfied/ Very Dissatisfied

79

11
4
4

Percentages
57.80%
21.10%
21.10%
100.00%

As a follow-up to question 82, the researcher added question 83, which asked “If
you have experienced some problems with IT Media services before, what were they?

(Please select all that apply).” Forty-seven per cent (n = 9) of the instructors mentioned
concerns that ranged from “Late delivery” to “Equipment malfunction,” while 10.52%
(n = 2) of the instructors reported that they “have never had a problem with IT Media

services.” The option “Other. Please specify” was selected by 21.05% (n = 4) of the

subjects. Below are the issues reported as “Other:”

- They do not update virus software and usually infect my USB drive with viruses
and Trojan horses.

- Antivirus programs.
- Laptop too old for PowerPoint®, could not pull it up.
- They said I had to buy my own VGA adaptor for Mac.

In a consultation with a microcomputer consultant from the IT department, the
researcher learned firsthand that the antivirus issue seems to derive from the instructor’s
flash drives, not from the university’s laptops:

We do keep it updated. It is set to update automatically, and whenever we re-

image a machine, we always update to the latest version at that time.
.. I know from my experience 99% of the time the virus is actually on the jump

drive. They assume it comes from our laptop because when they insert the
jump drive, since our AV is up-to-date, it displays a warning message about a
virus.

.. Any time someone complains about a virus, he brings the machine back to the
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office and scans and checks it, and that no less than 9 times out of 10 our machine
is clean.
It's my belief and experience that the problems usually lie with the instructors

having the viruses on their jumpdrives. They may not know this, because more
than likely their machine is infected and the virus has turned off their antivirus (in

the case of PC's), or they use a mac and just never realize the jumpdrive is

infected until they plug into our IT Media machine with good antivirus.
(N. Robbins, personal communication with K. Gates, April 16, 2010).
The responses for the last two questions of the survey were also measured by
utilizing a Likert-type scale. Question 84, “If all classrooms had more multimedia

equipment, such as a permanent good computer, an LCD projector, a TV, etc., I would

use technology more often” showed the following answers: 52.63% (n = 10) of the
participants selected the strongly agree option; while 21.05% (n = 4) chose agree, and
21.05% (n = 4) more were undecided. Only 5.26% (n = 1) selected the disagree option.

None of the participants chose the option strongly disagree for question 84.
It is important to note that after reviewing the schedules for the fall and spring
semesters, the researcher discovered that actually only two instructors requested other
equipment beside a laptop on a regular basis. That indicates that 98% of the classrooms

used by the instructors of Spanish and Portuguese had the other necessary classroom

technology equipment.
The survey finished with the following item: “Having a modem computer
dedicated to my use improves my general satisfaction.” The results to question 85 were
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similar to those obtained for question 84, namely that 47.36% (n = 9) of the instructors
selected the strongly agree option; 42.10% (n = 8) opted for the agree response; and only
5.26% (n = 1) selected either undecided or disagree. None of the instructors chose the
option strongly disagree.

In summary, the reaction to classroom technology from the instructors in this
study is somewhat expected, in the sense that the campus of the University of Mississippi

supports the instructors’ use of technology. Considering that there are approximately 75
sections of elementary Spanish and Portuguese per semester, it will never be practical to

deliver laptops to every class session. Moreover, there are some room configurations that

do not allow for permanent placement of a computer, due to physical constraints of the
room.

Class Observations Results
In addition to the survey, this research also employed class observations as a tool
to develop understanding of the instructors’ perceptions and use of technology in a real

classroom. As mentioned previously, the class observation is the second instrument that

was employed in this study.

As the director of Portuguese and Spanish, one of the researcher’s activities every
semester is to observe all instructors of both languages. For this particular study, the

existing class observation form was adapted with three extra parts: Classroom
Technology, Attitudes toward Technology, and Technology Integrated with Teaching.

The adapted form can be viewed in the Appendix section (see Appendix C). All
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instructors verbally agreed to the inclusion of these three parts to the existing class

observation form. They expressed their consent in a meeting before the class

observations started. The instructors also confirmed to allow these observations when
they signed the class observations forms and discussed the results with the researcher.
The actual day of each observation was not announced; therefore, all observations

were unexpected (as they normally are in a regular semester). A new element to class
observation was added to the fall 2009 term: video-recording. All instructors who agreed

via electronic mail were video-recorded. Students’ anonymity was obtained by

positioning the video camera either directly at the instructor or at the floor when students

entered or moved around the room. Of the 20 instructors, 45% (n = 9) agreed to be
recorded. Video-recording was a valuable tool for this study because it provided the
researcher with a second opportunity to analyze the instructors’ attitudes toward

technology in a real classroom environment. The results will be discussed in subsequent

paragraphs.

As mentioned previously, the form utilized for the class observations was adapted
from an existing form, which is employed for the observation of all elementary Spanish

and Portuguese classes in regular semesters. The first adapted part was a section labeled

“Classroom Technology,” which was added to investigate the reality of the University of

Mississippi campus; namely which form of technology was used by the Spanish and
Portuguese instructors in each classroom.
Of all 20 classes observed, 100% of participants delivered their class instructions

with the aid of a PowerPoint® presentation. Seventy-five percent (n = 15) of the
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instructors used a university’s laptop computer during the class. Among those who used a
university’s laptop, 60% (n = 12) had the laptop connected to a wall plate which

projected images through an LCD projector, and 15% (n = 3) used a plasma television as
a projector. Twenty percent (n = 4) of the instructors had their own laptop computers;

while only 5% (n = 1) utilized a university’s lectern with a desktop computer to teach the
lesson.

This part of the class observation form is intrinsically connected to Section E of
the survey, which investigated the teachers’ perceptions about campus technology (items
79 - 85), namely what technology is used in the instructors’ classes. The majority of the

teachers, 80% (n = 16), reported using a university laptop computer to deliver their
lessons practically every time they teach. While observing the classes, the researcher

could confirm that 16 out of 20 instructors (80%) were using a university’s laptop

computer. Only three instructors (15%) had their privately owned computer for that
day’s lesson; and one graduate teaching assistant (5%) was teaching in a classroom with a

lectern holding a permanent desktop. This triangulation reported exactly the same
percentages for instructors who utilize university’s laptop computer versus their privately

owned computer.
Part 6 of the adapted class observation form, entitled “Attitudes toward
Technology,” was inserted with the purpose of assessing the researcher’s own

perceptions of how the instructors feel when dealing with technology in a real teaching
environment. This part of the form also employed a five-point Likert-type scale, with

scores ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The scores for the items
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listed in this part of the class observation form were assessed by the researcher. The
items and the scores are summarized in Table 4.14 (N = 20).

Table 4.14
Researcher’s Perceptions ofthe Instructors’ Attitudes toward Technology while Teaching

Overall Score

Item

Mean

(a) Instructor used technology effectively.

94

4.7

(b) Instructor seemed comfortable using technology.

93

4.65

(c) Instructor made positive remarks about technology.

66

3.3

(d) Instructor showed enthusiasm for technology.

73

3.65

(e) Students seemed interested in the multimedia resources. 95

4.75

The results suggested that a large number of instructors used technology

effectively. The observer’s impression was that they all seemed comfortable while using

instructional technology. Another high mean was attributed to the students’ attitudes

toward the multimedia resources, as they, in most cases, seemed interested in technology,
more specifically, in the PowerPoint® presentations. While there has been controversy in

the studies about this application in academia (McDonald, 2004; Young, 2004; Prensky,

2007), for the last five decades, PowerPoint® remains the most popular presentation
software application, with a market share of 95% of all digital presentations (Dahl &
Hoyer, 2009). It is very natural that these digital native students show interest in it.

Currently, there are more than 130 million licenses to the Microsoft Office 2007 suite
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(Microsoft.com, 2010). That figure does not include previous versions, such as Office
2003.
The relatively low mean (3.3) for item (c), “Instructor made positive remarks

about technology” was due to the fact that the researcher had a neutral opinion about the
instructors’ remarks. While there were no positive remarks about technology during the
class observation, nothing negative was uttered by the instructors either. The same

concept was used when the researcher assessed the mean (3.65) for item (d), “Instructor
showed enthusiasm for technology.” Again, there was no obvious excitement from the
instructors’ part when using technology, but the investigator did not see any signs of

anxiety caused by the machine either.
The last section of the class observation form (Part 7) was designed to aid in the

evaluation of how the instructors integrate technology into teaching. This part of the form
also employed a five-point Likert-type scale, with scores ranging from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The items and the scores, which were assessed by the
researcher, are summarized in Table 4.15 (N = 20).

Table 4.15

Researcher’s Perceptions of how Instructors Integrate Technology into Teaching

Overall Score

Item

Mean

(a) The computer-based images seemed to help
students understand today’s lesson.

4.85

97

(b) The computer-based images were appropriate
for instruction.

95

86

4.75

Table 4.15 (Continued)

(c) Technology seemed well integrated with the class.

94

4.7

(d) Technology made today’s class more productive.

96

4.8

96

4.8

94

4.75

93

4.65

Table 4.15 (Continued)

(e) Technology helped the instructor cover all basic
skills of language learning.

(f) Equipment functioned well from the beginning to
the end of the class.

(g) The classroom had an appropriate infrastructure
for the use of technology.

Noticeably, these high scores and means indicate that technology was viewed as a

tool well integrated into the instructors’ teaching duties. Few instruments, if any, will
substitute standardized observations, as they are a “useful means for gathering in-depth
information about such phenomena as the types of language, activities, interactions,

instruction, and events that occur in second and foreign language classrooms” (Mackey &

Gass, 2005, p. 186). Considering that all class observations in this study were
unannounced, these high numbers are even more significant, as they occurred in natural
teaching settings and not in pre-fabricated environments. The results from the class

observations confirm the outcomes from the survey and the interview.
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The Interview Results
The third and last instrument used for the triangulation of this mixed method
study was a structured interview, which allowed the researcher to compare the answers

given by the instructors to the same questions. The investigator utilized the research
questions, which were slightly modified to reflect directness. Questions, such as, “What

technology is used in the instructors’ classes?” were changed from the third person to the
first person, “What,technology do you use in class?” The following questions were asked

to all Spanish and Portuguese instructors who volunteered their time and answers:
1. Your perceptions of the use of technology in language classes:

a. What technology do you use in class?
b. How often do you use it?

c. What are your attitudes toward technology?
2. How you integrate technology into your teaching approach:

a. What is your teaching approach?
b. What resources do you have for the use of technology?

c. What are the obstacles and incentives for the use of technology?
Of the 20 participants, 85% (n = 17) agreed to participate in the interview and
showed up for their allotted time. The invitation to participate was sent by e-mail (see

Appendix F) after the researcher finished observing and discussing the results of the class
observations.
After the interviews were concluded, the investigator transcribed each dialogue,
using the transcription conventions created by Tannen (as cited in Schiffrin, 1994). The
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conventions are included in the Appendix section (see Appendix N). When analyzing the
participants’ responses to each question, the researcher read and tallied each response
individually. Responses reflecting identical or similar ideas were combined into one
category. Entering the responses under similar categories facilitated the identification of

different perceptions.

For question 1a “What technology do you use in class?” a full 100% (N = 17) of
the instructors responded that they use a laptop (or a computer) and a projector to deliver

their lessons. That statement was frequently followed by the expression for the

PowerPoint® presentations by 70.58% (n = 12) of the participants. Thirty five per cent

(n = 6) stated that they connect their computer to the Internet to adorn their classes with

audio and videos either from YouTube or MySpanishLab®, which is the software widely
used by the students for the homework activities, tutorials, electronic textbook, the

gradebook, etc.
When the instructors were asked question 1b “How often do you use it?” only one

participant mentioned using it once a week. All other instructors, 94.11% (n = 16),

confirmed that they use technology every single time that they teach.
Instructors had the opportunity for self-assessment when inquired about their

attitudes toward technology. Question 1c. “What are your attitudes toward technology?”
was also a confirmation of the responses that they provided for the survey and the

attitudes they displayed in class. A solid 100% (N = 17) of the instructors who

participated in the interview described their own attitude toward technology as good,
valuable or positive. This instructor summarized well what may trigger the group to have

89

such a positive attitude:
- I became a fan of technology the very first time I was exposed to it I was

asked to teach a hybrid course in 1999, and I never looked back. A language class
is different from any other class our students take. You can add so many pictures

on the slides, and that really makes it easier for the teacher to speak nothing but
Spanish. You also get a lot less tired because you can add the answers to the

slides too and repeat them three, four times a day, without having to write them

on the board. My energy level is totally higher now. And 1 am ten years older.
So, my attitude has to be very positive. Technology changed my life for better.

The apprehension of experiencing a technological glitch was also voiced by
several instructors when they described their attitudes. This teacher summarized that
concern:

- I love it. I love that we have the opportunity to be able to use the computers in
the classroom for PowerPoints. I think there are some great advantages to it as far

as having the class go a little more smoothly, having everything already done up
and not having to take the time to write everything on the board. It’s more visual
for the students. It doesn’t always work all the time so it’s not as reliable as I

would like for it to be but, I do think it’s a really great method to use in the class.
When asked about their teaching approach (Question 2a “What is your teaching

approach?”) the vast majority of the instructors, 88.23% (n = 15), replied that they adopt
the communicative approach. Other approaches mentioned were task-based or traditional

and content-based, each at 5.26% (n = 1). This instructor illustrated how technology is

applied with the in-demand communicative approach:
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- Well, our teaching approach is communicative and task-based, so I think that all

the technology that we use reinforces the purposes of being communicative.
Instead of being teacher-centered, it is student-centered. And it’s about
communication, and it’s about meaning and it’s about exchanging real life

information. It is not about anything theoretical or role playing, so it reinforces
their opinions, their taste, their information. It concentrates on doing the activities
because that’s what we do in the class. So instead of... It’s everything about
doing activities and to minimize explanations or lectures or any teacher-centered

approach.

Following the question about the instructors’ teaching approach, the researcher
investigated the locally available resources, and question 2b “What resources do you

have for the use of technology?” aspired to do that. Forty-seven per cent (n = 8) of the

interviewed participants mentioned that they had all the necessary resources on campus to
deliver their language classes. Another 52.94% (n = 9) were more specific and actually

listed the equipment that they typically encounter, such as, a computer, an LCD

projector, screen and the Internet. This instructor summarized how the resources are
available:
- I think that we have all the resources that we need. You know...we complain
occasionally with IT but I think they are doing a good job in providing... you

know... what we need. It could be convenient for us to have one of those net

books instead of they providing laptops but... we have what we need.

The last question of the interview needs to be divided into two parts, as it inquires
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about two different scopes: a negative-connoted one and a positive-connoted one. The
answers to the question “What are the obstacles and incentives for the use of

technology?” caused some controversies among the participants, as they mentioned
many incentives and many obstacles as well.
Generally speaking, most participants listed the fact that IT Media

has an enormous amount of daily deliveries as an obstacle, because it causes the laptops
to arrive late very often. Forty-one per cent (n = 7) of the participants emphasized the
fact that they experience stress on a daily basis just by anticipating whether or hot the

laptop is going to be delivered.
Another obstacle offered by 23.52% (n = 4) of the participants is that the antivirus
protection is not always up-to-date, which infects their jump drives and, consequently,

their office or home computer. As mentioned previously, the antivirus issue does not
seem to be significant, as most of the problems apparently derive from the instructors’
jump drives.

Not being able to connect to the Internet was another hindrance mentioned by
23.52% (n = 4) of the participants.

This instructor offered the following summary about the obstacles:
- The main obstacle is that every day we have to stress if we are going to receive

the computers. And then you are prepared to work with your PowerPoint®, and

you have beautiful presentations. And you wait, and wait, and wait and your

computer sometimes never arrives. So that’s one of the obstacles that I find in the
daily teaching.
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The incentives were also grouped for simplicity. Most instructors mentioned the

fact that technology enables them to cater their teaching to many different types of
learners, not only the audio learners. Another popularly mentioned incentive was the fact
that a language class is infinitely more attractive with visual components. This
participant summarized the most prevailing incentives well:
- Yeah, there are positive things. It works great for visual aids. There are all kinds

of learners, and I think that helps communicating the point across to the whole
class. Those that need more visual learning, PowerPoint® is great. It is also good,

I guess, for all the amount of material that we have to teach. This is great because
it allows us to go faster, cover more material instead of spending time writing on

the board and handing out paper. ...

In summary, the instructors of Spanish and Portuguese have a positive attitude
toward technology mainly because they sense that the university offers more
infrastructures for instructional technology than obstacles. The interviews were

extremely valuable to this study, as they strengthened the validity of the findings. The

participants’ perspectives were obtained in a more natural setting, where they did not
have as much time for elaborated answers.

The results from this qualitative data enhanced, confirmed and served as a follow
up for both the survey and the class observations. Through the responses provided in the
interviews, the researcher was able to interpret the findings in a non-biased manner. By
utilizing one quantitative instrument (the survey) and two qualitative (the class

observation and interview), the researcher was able to give equal priority to both
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quantitative and qualitative data (Creswell, 2009).
Table 4.16 summarizes the responses to the interview questions.

Table 4. 16

Composite Responses to the Interview Questions
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___

95
Computer
Every class
PowerPoint
LCD projector

17

16

15

14

Every class

Communicative University
resources

Communicative University
resources

Attractiveness

Attractiveness
Positive reaction
from studens
Attractiveness

Positive reaction
from studens

Incentives

Deliv ery m ethod Attractiveness

Technology
is cumbersome
Learn how to
use t echnolo gy
None

Delivery method
Technical

Delivery method

Obstacles

i

Communicative None cited
Delivery method Different learning
Content-based
styles
Communicative University
Delivery method Comes from
resources
within
________ __________________________________________________________________
Resentful at
Non-specif ed
University
Delivery method Students doing
first, Now
resources
better
embraces it
Enjoys it
Communicative University
Delivery method Practicality
tremendously
resources
Students'
performance

Good

Almost every Amazing
class
assistant
Every class Loves it

Every class

Projector
Computer
Radio
PowerPoint
Laptop
Projector
Flat screen tv
PowerPoint
Movies
Laptop
PowerPoint
Projector
Computer
PowerPoint

13

Good

Communicat ive University
resources
______________ glitches
Fascinated by
Communicative MySpanishLab
technology
multimedia
material

Attitude toward Teaching
Resources
Technology
Approach
Loves it when
Student-centered University
it works
resources

Every class Enjoys it
Twice a week Likes it

Computer
Every class
PowerPoint
Projector
Screen
Laptop
Every class
Projector
U SB jumpdrive
Laptop
Every class
Projector
Flat screen tv

[low Often

12

11

10

9

Used

Participant Technology

Table 4.16 (Continued)

CHAPTER 5: SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

This chapter summarizes the key findings, the assumptions and limitations of this
study, as well as the recommendations for future studies.

Key Findings

The purpose of this mixed method research investigation was to understand the
Spanish and Portuguese instructors’ attitudes toward the use of technology at the

University of Mississippi. This purpose was achieved by analyzing how much technology
is used by the instructors of these two languages; by identifying their perceptions of what

resources promote interaction and are supportive of language learning; by examining the
obstacles as well as the facilitators for the use of technology in language teaching; by
investigating samples of what is considered innovative technological resources; and by

evaluating the frequency of which technology has been used in the department.
The researcher acknowledged that individual dispositions and physical locations
of the classrooms may account for some of the differences noted in this study.

Nevertheless, considering the many different backgrounds of the participants - not only
in terms of ethnicity, but in terms of ages, as well - the results from this group are

surprisingly homogeneous. The discussion of the findings is arranged and presented

sequentially by the research questions.

As proposed in Chapter 1, by the end of this study, the research questions would
be answered. The research questions were divided into two main parts. The first section
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focused on the instructors’ perceptions of the use of technology in language classes. The

second part investigated how instructors integrate technology into their teaching

approach.

For research question 1a. “What technology is used in the instructors’ classes?”
the answers obtained by the surveys, by the interviews and confirmed by the class

observations all led to the conclusion that 100% of the instructors deliver their classes

with the aid of a computer, LCD projectors (or plasma televisions used as projectors) and

PowerPoint® presentations. There was no relationship between age, gender, employment
status, class mode or years of experience when interpreting how technology is used by

the participants.
The same intensity of what technology is used in class applies to research
question lb. “How often do they use it?” Of the 20 instructors observed, all employed

technology in their classes. During the interview, all instructors answered that they use
technology on a daily basis, except for one faculty member, who reported that technology

is used at least once a week.
Although research question 1c, “What are their attitudes toward technology?,”

was the most complex one, in the sense that attitude is an abstract concept, all

participants showed positive inclinations toward technology. The findings from the
triangulation between the survey, the interview and the class observations all suggest and

confirm a positive attitude. While the researcher did not hear any positive remarks about
technology during the class observations, there were no negative remarks either. The

statistically inverse Pearson’s correlation finding between anxiety and enjoyment
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(r = -.848, p <0.001) is also a valid confirmation that the instructors do embrace
technology in the department. A relatively high mean (3.96) for the enthusiasm
dimension and a low mean (1.85) for the anxiety dimension in the Likert-type scale also

suggested that the instructors perceive technology in a positive way.

The objective of the second group of research questions was to hypothesize how
technology is integrated with the instructors’ teaching approach. As described in the

interview section of Chapter 4, the great majority of the instructors (n = 15) identified
their teaching approach as communicative language teaching (CLT), which, according to

Brown (2001) is an approach that tends to be “a generally accepted norm” (p. 42).
Noticeably, the textbook adoption is intrinsically related to the selection of the approach
to the teaching of a foreign language. All textbooks adopted in the 100- and 200-levels

of Spanish and Portuguese classes (¡Arriba!, Portales and Ponto de Encontro) not only
promote but they also emphasize interaction as a mean and a goal of learning a language.

Most likely the instructors identify their approach as being communicative because that is

the most widely used one in today’s language teaching. The Spanish and Portuguese

programs are no exception.

Research question 2b, “What resources do they have for the use of technology?,”
analyzed the reality that surrounds the campus of the University of Mississippi. Among
the resources, most instructors reported the possibility of ordering practically any
equipment from IT Media, which is part of the Office of Information Technology on
campus. The most frequently used equipment is an LCD projector, 89.47% (n = 17),

followed by a laptop, 84.21% (n = 16), and a screen for the projection, 52.63% (n = 10).
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Another question that showed equilibrium among the instructors was research
question 2c, “What are the obstacles and incentives for the use of technology?” The
majority of the instructors listed equipment delivery as the most common obstacle. The

researcher’s perception based on the interview answers was that even when the
equipment is delivered late, the instructors can still make up for the time and create a

much more productive language class with a PowerPoint® presentation. As stated by one
of the instructors during the interview,

- Technology provides the visual component and some interesting design
elements to overcome that paradoxical effect of trying to use the same language
that we are teaching to teach it.

The findings from this study were consistent among themselves; more

specifically, the instruments validated each other. What the instructors responded in the
survey was consistent with what the researcher observed during the class visits, and the

answers given by the instructors during the interview.
The findings from this research study were also consistent with other findings in

which the Teachers’ Attitudes toward Computer Questionnaire (TAC) was employed:
Koohang’s (1987), Gilmore (1998), Hardy (1999), Knezek & Christensen (2002), and

Albirini (2006); namely, that the teachers’ attitudes toward technology were positive.

Assumptions and Limitations
The study’s data described the instructors’ attitudes and feelings about the use of
technology in their daily teaching routine. The first limitation is related to sample size.

99

The number of participants (N = 20) is relatively small for a study. That, in itself, is a

disadvantage. While the investigator has no control over this less-than-ideal sample size,

it was hoped and expected that every single eligible participant would volunteer their
answers and time. The department is composed of 56 active faculty members (D. Webb,

personal communication, March 12, 2010), more specifically, 23 professors (Ph.D.

holders, ranked as Professors, Associate Professors, Assistant Professors, and
Instructional Assistant Professors), 23 instructors (M.A. holders, ranked as Instructors

and Lectures) and 10 graduate teaching assistants (currently working on a M.A.). At the

University of Mississippi, the following languages are taught: Arabic, Chinese, English

as a Second Language, French, German, Italian, Japanese, Portuguese, Russian and

Spanish. During the defense of the prospectus, one member of the committee suggested
that the study should be limited to the instructors of Spanish and Portuguese, who
currently teach the 100- and 200-level courses. The reasoning behind this decision was

that the investigator has been the director of Spanish and Portuguese for the last three
years in the department; therefore, the committee believed that the investigator’s

familiarity with the software of the Spanish and Portuguese programs would be helpful in

limiting the study to these two languages. The decision was accepted unanimously by all
other committee members.

The second limitation of this research seems to be a frequent risk in any study: the
potential for the participants to misinterpret the survey statements, thereby providing
misleading information. Because English is not the first language of more than half of

the participants (n = 13), the risk of miscommunication cannot be ignored.
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The third limitation of this study is concerning to the fact that the researcher is

also the participants’ direct supervisor and a technology enthusiastic; therefore, there is
always a possibility that the enthusiasm affected the instructors’ responses because of the
researcher’s job position. In other words, there is a possibility that the instructors

responded positively to what the researcher wanted to ascertain, and not how they really

perceived the subject.
The results from this valuable research definitely enabled the director of Spanish

and Portuguese at the University of Mississippi to identify the technological inclination
of the instructors. This study was also a relevant tool for the implementation of more
frequent teacher’s trainings in a near future. With approximately 3,650 students enrolled

in elementary Spanish and Portuguese classes every year, it is extremely important that
the successful implementation of educational technologies reflects the attitudes of the

instructors; after all, they are the ones who eventually determine if technology is

efficiently integrated into their teaching.

Implications and Recommendations
The methodology and findings in this study suggest some recommendations,

especially for those who are directly in charge of deciding whether academic technology
is feasible.
The first recommendation is for this study to be applied to a much larger sample.
The researcher encountered several hindrances due to the limited number of subjects.

When dealing with the data analysis, the first obstacle immediately noticed was the

limited options for statistical tests that could be conducted with the data. There were not
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enough participants for any elaborated analysis. Undoubtedly, a larger sample size would

yield more options for statistical data analyses. If this study is ever duplicated, the

possible inclusion of all faculty from the Department of Modem Languages (N = 56)

would generate finer analytical procedures.
Comparative studies could also be an option for future replications. While the
instruments and the methodology of this study seemed to suffice and generate valid

results, another research setting could be a viable project. Perhaps a similarly constructed
sample at another university in the State of Mississippi would provide future investigators

with the opportunity to analyze different language programs at different institutions at the

same time.
Another recommendation that would be satisfying for the instructors is for the

administrators to continue to pursue grants for academic technology. In the fall of 2009,
the researcher submitted an application for a mini-grant to purchase seven mini-laptops,

but unfortunately the proposal was not accepted.
Alternatively, the instructors could apply for a portable computer through the

TACIT (Technology Acquisition for Curricular and Instructional Technologies) program,

which is maintained and regulated by the Provost’s office. Once the purchase orders are

approved, the Office of Information Technology deliveries the machines and trains the
recipients. In the past, when the instructors were inquired why they did not choose a
portable computer, some of them mentioned that there is not enough time for them to

assemble and disassemble a laptop and move to their next classroom in just 10 minutes.

Other instructors claimed that having to know how to correctly connect the VGA cable to
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a wall plate in front of their students would probably make them uncomfortable. These
two minor issues could be solved with proper training and more convenient schedules of

classroom locations.

One very obvious implication of this study is that the instructors credit technology

as a tool which facilitates their teaching duties. As the population of Spanish students
continues to grow at the University of Mississippi, it is imperative that the instructors
utilize any resources they find fit to promote excellence in teaching. The vast majority of

them seemed very interested in continuing to employ technology in their language

classes. The hybrid courses, for example, would be impossible to conduct if not for the
use of a solid software, known as MySpanishLab®. As discussed in Chapter 1, a three-

hour credit class of accelerated Spanish 121 and the intermediate Spanish 201 now meet

twice a week for 50 minutes each. Students obtain credit for the third credit hour by
working on the online activities outside the classroom. With the adoption of the hybrid
courses, the department was able to offer more classes with no additional cost for

overload teaching salaries.

Whether the use of technology is imposed by administrators or is a consequence
of self-exploration, the instructors involved in this study all showed clear evidence of

embracing technology. “Congratulations, you made it!” was a comment uttered by one
of the instructors after the researcher announced that every single instructor of Spanish
and Portuguese had delivered their classes with the aid of a PowerPoint® presentation.

However, the researcher does not know if the instructors started using technology in their

classes because they felt the need to comply with the researcher’s enthusiasm or if it was

103

a result of self-determination. Since embracing technology is such a personal trait, the

researcher does not believe that the instructors were influenced by her convictions.

On another note, the ultimate promotion of the use of technology needs to come
from the administrators. After all, “administrators who promote the use of technology,

not only in words but also in action, lend credence to a technology culture” (Baylor &
Ritchie, 2002, p. 412).

This promotion may very well start with increased opportunities for development
of professional training sessions that integrate teaching and technology. Teachers will be
more ready to use technology when they gain confidence on how to effectively operate it.

Technical skills are clearly related to teachers’ attitudes, in the sense that the more
professional development they receive, the more likely they are to integrate technology

into their teaching (NCES, 2000; Baylor & Ritchie, 2002, Buckenmeyer & Freitas, 2005;

Harrington et al., 2006).
With respect to instructors’ involvement in academic technology, this research
showed that the survey and the interview respondents were more receptive to technology

when major incentives such as administrative support, school infrastructure, students’
outcomes, attractiveness and practicality were viable elements for the use of educational
technology.
This study also implied that there is a strong, statistically significant negative
linear relationship between enjoyment and anxiety (r = -.848, p < 0.001). Simply stated,

the lower the level of the first dimension (anxiety), the higher the level of the second

dimension (enjoyment). The findings showed that overall, the participants’ mean was
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high (3.96) for enjoyment and relatively low for anxiety (1.85). As reported by Liaw
(2002), users’ computer anxiety tends to decrease with a higher frequency of computer

usage. Venkatesh (2000) also supported the notion that enjoyment became stronger as

users gained more direct experience with technology. These findings were also described
by Yi and Hwang (2003) who reported that more positive perceptions toward technology

arise from being exposed to it for a longer period of time. Specifically, the more
experience reported by the participants, the greater the enjoyment. In similar studies

(Smith, Caputi & Rawstome, 2000; Dumell & Haag, 2002), it was confirmed that

experience using technology is positively associated with enjoyment, and negatively

correlated with anxiety. For future studies, it is recommended that a larger number of
dimensions beside enjoyment and anxiety be applied. A total of 24 items were used in

this research; more specifically 13 with negative connotation and 11 with positive

connotations. It would be interesting to investigate in the future if a larger number of
dimensions would retain the same high reliabilities (.907 and .915, respectively).

The findings about enjoyment and anxiety led the researcher to offer
another recommendation: that the survey is administrated both online and on paper

version in future studies measuring attitude toward technology. The survey used in this
study was administrated on paper only to avoid bias. The same concern should have been

applied to the online version; that way another item could have been factored in by

analyzing how many instructors would take the online version versus how many would
prefer the paper version. By utilizing both versions, future researchers will have the

opportunity to measure if participants who are less exposed to technology will also fear
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answering the online survey. According to Dillman (2006), mixed-mode surveys also
protect the integrity of the data quality.

Age and gender could also be included in a study with a larger sample. Several
other studies (Foote, 2000; Edison & Geissler, 2003; Volk, Yip & Lo, 2003; Ahadiat,

2005; Kessler, 2007; Wong & Hanafi, 2007) imply that these two variables have a
significant impact on people’s attitudes toward technology. Unfortunately, there was not

an equal representation of gender in the sample used in this study, as 63.16% (n = 12) of
the participants were female, compared to only 31.58% (n = 6) of male, and there was
one participant who did not identify his or her gender, accounting for the remaining

5.26%.
The age group was not equally represented either. A 36.84% (n = 7) were
between 21 and 30 years; 26.32% (n = 5) were between 31 and 40 years; 15.79%

(n = 3) were between 41 and 50 years; another 15.79% (n = 3) were above 50 years; and
there was one participant (5.26%) who did not specify his or her age. With such a variety
of age groups, it was not possible to draw conclusions about age being a relevant

variable. However, as observed in other studies (Prensky, 2001; Fleming, 2005; Liontas,
2006; Tabata & Johnsrud, 2008), age is a variable significant enough to be analyzed. An

attitudinal study involving digital natives and digital immigrants would be an intriguing

future project as well.
In summary, the researcher noted with interest that the instructors and graduate
teaching assistants of the department obviously embrace technology. One key element is

clear: The university offers enough infrastructure that facilitates the instructors’ positive
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attitudes toward technology.

The researcher is extremely grateful for the opportunity to conduct such an
interesting research and for the coursework experiences which enabled the critical

thinking necessary to carry on this project. It is now a fact that academia will have an
additional researcher to explore the future issues of instructional technology.
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Appendix A: Institutional Review Board Approval

Office of Research and
Sponsored Programs
100 Barr Hall
P. O. Box 907
University, MS 38677
Fax (662) 915-7577

February 23, 2010

Ms. Julia Bussade
Department of Modern Languages

Dr. Esim Erdim
Department of Modern Languages
University MS 38677

University, MS 38677

Dear Ms. Bussade and Dr. Erdim:
This is to inform you that your application to conduct research with human participants, Instructors'
Attitudes toward the Use of Technology at the University of Mississippi (Protocol 10-101),
has been approved as Exempt under 45 CFR 46.101(b)(2).
Please remember that all of The University of Mississippi's humas participant research activities,
regardless of whether the research is subject to federal regulations, must be guided by the ethical
principles in The Belmont Report: Ethical Principles and Guidelines for the Protection of Human
Subjects of Research.

It is especially important for you to keep these points in mind:

•

You must protect the rights and welfare of human research participants.

•

Any changes to your approved protocol must be reviewed and approved before initiating
those changes.

•

You must report promptly to the IRB any Injuries or other unanticipated problems involving
risks to participants or others.

If you have any questions , please feel free to call me at (662) 915-7482.

Sincerely,

Diane W. Lindley
Coordinator, Institutional Review Board

A Great American Public University
www.olemiss.edu
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Appendix B: Survey

Survey
Instructors’ Attitudes toward Technology at the University of Mississippi

To the Instructors and Graduate Teaching Assistants of Spanish and Portuguese:

This questionnaire is composed of several questions that will help identify the technology
level in the Department of Modem Languages; the Spanish and Portuguese instructors’
attitudes toward the use of technology; the challenges as well as facilitators in the use of
technology for language teaching purposes; and cases of innovative technology resources
inside the department.

Please complete all items. This may require up to 8 minutes of your time. Your answers
will remain strictly confidential.

This study has been reviewed by The University of Mississippi’s Institutional Review
Board (IRB). The IRB has determined that this study fulfills the human research subject
protections obligations required by state and federal law and University policies. If you
have any questions, concerns, or reports regarding your rights as a participant of research,
please contact the IRB at (662) 915-7482.
Thank you very much for your participation!

Julia Bussade, Ph.D. Candidate in Education/ TESL
The University of Mississippi
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SECTION A. Background Information

Directions: Please read each question and make heavy black marks that fill the circle
completely.
1. What is your most frequent class mode?
○ Traditional (face-to-face teaching)
○ Online (distance/independent education)
○ Hybrid (combination of face-to-face and computer-based)

2, In a regular week, how many sections do you teach?
○ 2-3
○ 4-5
6+
○
3. What is your group age?
○ 21-30

○ 31-40

○ 41-50

○ Above 50

4. What is your highest level of education?
Bachelor’s degree
○
○ Master’s degree
○ Doctor’s degree
5. What is your gender?
○ Male
○ Female
6. Are you part-time or full-time faculty?
○ Part-time
○ Full-time

7. How long have you been teaching at the university level?
○ 1-3 years
○ 4 -6 years
○ 7 years or more
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SECTION B - Personal Experience with Technology
Directions: Please read each question and make heavy black marks that fill the circle
completely.

8. Do you have access to a computer at home?
○ Yes
○ No
9. How often do you use a computer (at home and at work)?
○ Daily
○ Once a week
○ Once a month
○Never
10. How often do you use a word processor (Microsoft Word, Word Perfect, etc.)?
○ Daily
○ Once a week
○ Once a month
○ Never

11. How often do you use a spreadsheet program (Microsoft Excel, Lotus 123, etc.)?
○ Daily
○ Once a week
○ Once a month
○ Never

12. How often do you use a presentation software (PowerPoint, Datashow, etc.)?
○ Daily
○ Once a week
○ Once a month
○ Never
13. How often do you use a database software (Access, ACT, etc.)?
○ Daily
Once a week
○
○ Once a month
○ Never

14. How often do you use electronic mail (e-mail)?
○ Daily
○ Once a week
○ Once a month
○ Never
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15. How often do you use the Internet?
○ Daily
○ Once a week
○ Once a month
○ Never (If never, skip to question 17.)
16. Why do you use the Internet? (Please check all that apply):
○To shop
○ To make travel plans
○ To pay bills
○To make bank transactions
○ To take online classes
○ To do research
○ To obtain teaching ideas
○To keep in touch with friends and family
○ For social networking (Facebook, MySpace, etc.)
○ To download pictures from a camera

17. Which of the following do you use at least once a week? (Please check all that apply):
○ Cell phone
○ Cell phone with text messaging
○ Chat room (via Skype, Yahoo Messenger, etc.)
○ Blackberry / iPhone
○ iPod / MP3 player
○ Palm Trek (or other handheld device)
○ None of the above
18. How much formal computer training do you have?
○ None (If “None”, go to Section C)
○ A little
○ Some
○ A lot
19. Where have you received your training? (Please check all that apply):
○ Self taught (book, CD, online material)
○ Computer store
○ Community College / Technical College
○ Faculty Technology Development Center (FTDC)
○ University
○ Other (please specify)

20. Was the training in a classroom or on-line?
○ Classroom
○ On-line
○ Both
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○ No formal training
SECTION C ‒ Relationship with Technology
Directions: Please read each statement and then mark the column, which best shows how
you feel.

SD = Strongly Disagree, D = Disagree, U = Undecided, A = Agree, SA = Strongly Agree
SD D u A SA
1
2
3
21. I think that working with technology is
4 5
enjoyable.
22. I want to learn more about technology.

23. The challenge of learning about technology is
exciting.
24. Learning about technology is frightening to
me.
25. I like using the computer as a learning tool.

26. If given the opportunity, I would like to learn
more about the use of technology.
27. Technology is not exciting.
28. Computer lessons are one of my favorite
subjects.
29. I get a sinking feeling when I think of trying to
use technology.
30. Working with technology makes me feel tense
and uncomfortable.

31. Technology intimidates and threatens me.
32. Technology frustrates me.
33. I have a lot of self-confidence when it comes
to working with technology.
34. I sometimes get nervous just thinking about
technology.
35. A computer-based test would scare me.

36. I feel apprehensive about using technology.
37. I see technology as something I will rarely use
in my daily life.
38. Not many people can use technology
efficiently.
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SD = Strongly Disagree, D = Disagree, U = Undecided, A = Agree, SA= Strongly Agree
SD D u A SA
39. Learning to operate computers is like learning
any new skill: The more you practice, the better
you become.
40. Knowing how to use computers is a
worthwhile skill.
41. I do not think that I could handle a computer
course for a whole semester.
42. I would never take a job where I had to work
with technology.
43. A job using computers would be very
interesting.
44. If given the opportunity, I would like to learn
about and use different technology.
45. You have to be a geek to work with
technology.

SECTION D - Technological Resources Academically Used

Directions: Using the scale below, please indicate how often you use or have used the
following technological resources when teaching academically:
NU = Not Uscd(d)

UR =Use(d) Rarely

UO = Use(d) Occasionally
NU

1

46. Conventional textbooks
47. Electronic textbooks
48. Broadcast television
49. Broadcast radio
50. Audio and video services (video or audio tapes)
51. Videoconferencing
52. Audioconferencing
53. Interactive television
54. Audiographics (a combination of
audioconferencing, fax and transfer of information
bewteen computers (eg. electronic classroom)
55. Internet chat or role play discussions
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UE= Use(d) Regularly

uo
3
2

UR

UE

4

NU

UR

uo

UE

56. Online workbook (eg. Blackboard,
CourseCompass, MySpanishLab, etc.)
57. Online gradebook

58. Computer-mediated communication (eg. e-mail,
bulletin boards, discussion lists)
59. Electronic newspapers

NU = Not Uscd(d)

UR - Use(d) Rarely

UO= Use(d) Occasionally
NU

UE = Use(d) Regularly
UR

UO

UE

60. Interactive multimedia, CD-ROM based material
61. Video disk based
62. Drill and practice computer based teaching
courseware
63. Tutorial computer based teaching courseware
64. Any of: multilingual dictionary, spelling,
thesaurus, grammar, usage, and style software
65. Computer-based translation aids
66, Presentation and other graphic software (such as
PowerPoint)
67, Downloadable videos from sites such as
www.youtube.com
68. Multimedia and hypermedia composition
software (eg. Hypercard, Toolbook, HTML editors)
69. Shared document preparation software (eg. Lotus
Notes, Google Documents)
70. LCD projector or any other equipment to project
computer screen.
71. Language laboratory (audio/video equipment
only)
72. Other forms of technology. (Please describe and
rate as above)

73, Do you use / Have you used any of the listed forms of technology as a substitute for
contact time?
○ Yes
No (If “No”, go to question 75)
○
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74. If “Yes”, which resource(s) are you using / have you used and approximately for how many
hours per week?

75. For which skill(s) do you apply technology more often? (Please check all that apply):
○ vocabulary exercises
○ grammatical exercises
○ research into cultural aspects of the target culture
○ drafting/ redrafting target language text
○ reading comprehension
○ writing tasks
○ listening tasks
○ speaking tasks
○ pronunciation
○ other skills ‒ Please specify____________________________________

Directions: Please read each statement and then mark the column, which best shows how
you feel.
SD = Strongly Disagree, D = Disagree, U = Undecided, A = Agree, SA =

Strongly Agree

SD

D

u

A

SA

76. An electronic gradebook makes me feel more
secure when calculating my students’ grades.
77. If an electronic gradebook was not available, I
would not miss it. I could always use a paper
version gradebook and manually calculate my
students’ grades.
78. If online workbooks were not available, I
would not miss them. I can always use a paper
version workbook and manually grade my
students’ homework.
SECTION E - Campus Technology
Directions: Please read each question arid select your personal experience as a language
instructor at the University of Mississippi, by making heavy black marks that fill the circle
completely.

79. Which of the following equipment do you use practically every time you teach?
(Please select all that apply):
○ Own laptop
○ University laptop
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○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○

Lectum with permanent desktop
LCD projector
Overhead projector
Television VCR / DVD combo
Flat screen AV television
CD player
Screen
Other equipment. Please specify
none (If “None”, go to question 81)

80. Thinking about a regular class day, what percentage of the class do you occupy with
technology?
○ Less than 25%
○ 50%
○ 75%
○ 100%
○ I do not use technology in my classes.

81. Which best describes your situation?
○ I do not need to request any equipment for most of my classes. The classroom
is fully equipped.
○ I need to request just a laptop for most of my classes.
○ I take my own laptop to most of my classes.
○ I do not use technology in my classes.
82. If you have requested equipment from IT Media before, in general, how satisfied are
you with their services?
○ Very satisfied
○ Satisfied
○ Neutral
○ Dissatisfied
○ Very dissatisfied
○ I have never ordered any equipment from IT Media.
83. If you have experienced some problems with IT Media services before, what were
they? (Please select all that apply):
○ Late delivery
○ Confirmed, but no show
○ Equipment malfunction
○ I have never had a problem with IT Media services
○ Other. Please specify
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Directions: Please read each statement and then mark the column, which best shows how
you feel..
SD = Strongly Disagree, D = Disagree, U = Undecided, A = Agree, SA

Strongly
SD

84. If all classrooms had more multimedia
equipment, such as a permanent good computer, a
LCD projector, a TV, etc, I would use technology
more often.
85. Having a modem computer dedicated to my
use improves my general satisfaction.

THANK YOU VERY MUCH!
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Agree

D

U

A

SA

Appendix C: Class Observation Form
Class observation
Instructors’ Attitudes toward Technology at the University of Mississippi
Completed by: Julia Bussade
Course: Spanish

/ Portuguese

Instructor No.Date:

/

/

1. Description and Sequences of Class Activities (increments of 5 minutes)

Warm-up:
Activities:

Closure:

From the Syllabus:
2. Global Assessment: Rated on scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

Class began on time.
Instructor was prepared for class.
Instructor behaved professionally.

Classroom activities were varied.
Instructor always modeled activities.

Instructor used small group activities effectively.
Instructor made good use of visual aids.
Structured input always preceded output.

Comprehension checks were used effectively.

Output was form-focused.

Activities were always meaningful.
Students proved responsive to activities.
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Instructor tried to include all students.

Transitions between activities were smooth.

Instructor used activities isolating and integrating skills.
Instructor provided helpful feedback on student production.

Class ended on time.
3. Use of the Target Language:
Percentages use: 100%

90%

50%

75%

less than 50% of the time.

Instructor used Spanish / Portuguese
Students (in large group)
Students in small groups used Spanish / Port

4. Instructor’s Linguistic Competence (first two N/A for native speakers): Y/N

Mere slips, no systematic errors. If N, explain:
Good command of tense/aspect/mood. If N, explain:

Appropriate vocabulary used. If N,, explain:
Appropriate rate of speech. If N, explain:
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5. Classroom Technology:

Which technology was used in today’s class?

( ) desktop computer

( ) laptop computer

( ) camera

( ) LCD ceiling projector

( ) LCD portable projector

( ) video

( ) plasma TV as projector

( ) TV/VCR combo

( ) CD player

( ) overhead projector

( ) Internet

( ) radio

( ) fixed screen

( ) portable screen

( ) E-mail

Other:

6. Attitudes toward Technology: Rated on scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly
agree).

Instructor used technology effectively.
Instructor seemed comfortable using technology.
Instructor made positive remarks about technology.

Instructor showed enthusiasm for technology
Students seemed interested in the multimedia resources.

7. Technology Integrated with Teaching: Rated on scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 5

(strongly agree).

The computer-based images seemed to help students understand
today’s lesson.

The computer-based images were appropriate for instruction.
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Technology seemed well integrated with the class.
Technology made today’s class more productive.

Technology helped the instructor cover all basic skills of

language learning.

Equipment functioned well from the beginning to the end of the class.

The classroom had an appropriate infrastructure for the use of
technology.

8. Comments and Suggestions:

I have discussed this report with the observer and do/do not agree with it

Instructor’s signature

Date

(Note: In order to maintain the confidentiality issue, the class observation forms used in
this study will not display the instructor’s name or signature).
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Appendix D: Interview Questions
Interview Questions
Instructors’ Attitudes toward Technology at the University of Mississippi

The following questions will be asked to all Spanish and Portuguese instructors who
volunteer their time and answers:
1. Your perceptions of the use of technology in language classes:

a. What technology do you use in class?
b. How often do you use it?

c. What are your attitudes toward technology?
2. How you integrate technology into your teaching approach:

a. What is your teaching approach?
b. What resources do you have for the use of technology?

c. What are the obstacles and incentives for the use of technology?
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Appendix E: Invitational E-mail Message to the Instructors to Take the Survey
From: Julia E. Bussade [mailto:bussade@olemiss.edu]
Sent: Tuesday, February 24, 2010 3:59 PM
To: Instructors of Spanish and Portuguese
Subject: Survey

Dear Instructors and TAs,
Today marks the beginning of a new stage in my dissertation: I can actually start
administering the survey. I have placed an “international mail” envelope in your mailbox
in the main office, hoping that you will take some time to participate in the survey.

I want to assure you of the following:
- My request for your participation comes as a colleague and not as your director;
- Your answers will be totally anonymous and confidential; and
Your participation is totally voluntary but extremely important, since we are such
a small group.

I want to ask you:
- Not to give it back to me personally;
To put the answered questionnaire straight in my mailbox, without any envelope
or anything written on it; and
- To answer all questions to the best of your abilities.
This study has been reviewed by The University of Mississippi’s Institutional Review
Board (IRB). The IRB has determined that this study fulfills the human research subject
protections obligations required by state and federal law and University policies. If you
have any questions, concerns, or reports regarding your rights as a participant of research,
please contact the IRB at (662) 915-7482.
Please return them to me no later than March, 15.
Thank you very much.

Sincerely,
Julia
Julia E. Bussade
Director of Portuguese & Spanish
The University of Mississippi
207 East Bondurant
University, MS 38677
http://www.olemiss.edu/depts/modern languages/
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Appendix F: Invitational E-mail Message to the Instructors to Participate

in the Interview

From: Julia E. Bussade [mailto:bussade@olemiss.edu ]
Sent: Saturday, March 6, 2010 1:09 PM
To: Instructors of Spanish and Portuguese
Subject: Interview
Dear Instructors and TAs,
Thank you very much for returning the completed survey. You have no idea how much I
appreciate your participation.

To finish my research, now I need to interview you. The interviews should take no more
than 10 minutes and they need to be recorded. If you have time this coming week, please
stop by my office or let me know where to find you.
Again, I want to assure you of the following:
My request for your participation comes as a colleague and not as your director;
- Your answers will be totally anonymous and confidential; and
Your participation is totally voluntary but extremely important, since we are such
a small group.

This study has been reviewed by The University of Mississippi’s Institutional Review
Board (IRB). The IRB has determined that this study fulfills the human research subject
protections obligations required by state and federal law and University policies. If you
have any questions, concerns, or reports regarding your rights as a participant of research,
please contact the IRB at (662) 915-7482.

Please stop by before the spring break.
Thank you very much!
Julia
Julia E. Bussade
Director of Portuguese & Spanish
The University of Mississippi
207 East Bondurant
University, MS 38677
http://www.olemiss.edu/depts/modern languages/
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Appendix G: E-mail to Dr. Christensen Requesting Permission to Use the
Teacher’s Attitudes toward Computers Questionnaire (TAC)
From: Julia E. Bussade [mailto:bussade@olemiss .edu]
Sent: Sunday, February 07, 2010 12:16 PM
To: 'rchris@coe.unt.edu'
Subject: Permission to adapt FAIT / TAC
Dear Dr. Christensen,

First of all, thank you for making such useful tools such as the FAIT and the TAC
available on the Internet. I am a Ph.D. candidate in Education/TESL at Ole Miss. My
dissertation is about “Instructors’ Attitudes toward the Use of Technology at the
University of Mississippi.” The questionnaires that you developed have all the subscales
that I would consider relevant for my research; therefore, I would like to ask for your
permission to adapt 24 items from your survey.
Thank you for your time,
Julia
Julia E. Bussade
Director of Portuguese & Spanish
The University of Mississippi
207 East Bondurant
University, MS 38677
Phone: (662) 915-7709
http://www.olemiss.edu/depts/modem languages
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Appendix H: E-mail from Dr. Christensen Granting Permission to Use the TAC
-----Original Message----From: Christensen, Rhonda [mailto:Rhonda.Christensen@unt.edu]
Sent: Monday, February 08, 2010 9:14 AM
To: Julia E. Bussade; e_gilmore@hotmail.com; knezek@unt.edu
Cc: rhonda.christensen@gmail.com
Subject: RE: Permission to adapt FAIT / TAC
Hello Julia,
You have permission to use the instruments. If you alter them you will
likely need to re-check reliability and validity.
We would love to hear about your results.
Kind regards,
Rhonda Christensen

Rhonda W. Christensen, Ph.D.
Research Scientist
FIPSE simMentoring Project Director
NSF m-SOS-w Project Coordinator
Institute for the Integration of Technology into Teaching and Learning
(IITTL)
University of North Texas
Email: rhonda.christensen@gmail.com
Web: courseweb.unt.edu/rhondac
Project Web: www.iittl.unt.edu

"The purpose of life is a life of purpose."
Unknown
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Appendix I: E-mail message to Dr. B. Hemmer (Pearson

Education) about the number of MyLab® Users
From: Julia E. Bussade [mailto:bussade@olemiss.edu]
Sent: Tuesday, March 30, 2010 11:23 PM
To: Hemmer, Bob
Subject: MLL users
Hey Bob,

How’s life? I am citing Phil Miller’s data for MLL users on my dissertation. During the
conference, I remember that he said there is an impressive number of MLL users now.
How many MLL users did he say we have now? Was it 4 million or 6 million (or
neither?!?).
Thanks!
Julia
Julia E. Bussade
Director of Portuguese & Spanish
The University of Mississippi
207 East Bondurant
University, MS 38677
Phone: (662) 915-7709
http://www.olemiss.edu/depts/modern_Ianguages/
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Appendix J: E-mail message from Dr. B. Hemmer (Pearson

Education about the Number of MyLab® Users
From: Hemmer, Bob [mailto:bob.hemmer@pearson.com]
Sent: Wednesday, March 31, 2010 7:59 AM
To: Julia E. Bussade
Subject: RE: MLL users
Julia,
How's it going?... hope you're not getting nervous!
There are over 6 million MyLab users at Pearson, but only 150,000 MyLanguageLab users.
We’re too young to have that many users!!

Bob
Executive Editor | Program Manager MyLanguageLabs
201-236-7203 (o) | 413-325-6035 (c) | USR 5E53
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Appendix K: Interview Transcriptions (Based on Tannen’s 1989 Conventions)

Interview 1

I:

Ok umm .. we are here today to do an interview.. /?/ we have about six questions
should take about less than five minutes of your time

P1:
I:

P1:
I:

ok
and I wanna ask you if I have your consent to tape it?

that would be fine

thank you.. the first question is about your perceptions um of the use of
technology in the language classes, for example WHAT technology do YOU use
in class?

PI:

I use the comPUter uh quite often connected to the INtemet uh hooked to an
overhead projector and projected on to the screen.

I:

P1:
I:

Ok. and how often do you use this?

I would say at least once a week.
(once a week) and what are your ATTITUDES towards technology?

P1:

I think that is a valuable tool but should not replace traditional learning methods.

I:

ok the second part of the interview is about uh technology uh in integrated with

your teaching approach and the first question I would like to ask you is what IS
your teaching approach?

P1:

depends on the CLASS but if is a linguistics class it’s usually TASK-based

because we usually have some problem to solve that requires us to work together

to figure out what’s going on in linguistics. If it’s a GRAMMAR class then is a

more traditional lecture and then students go home to work on problems
themselves.

I:

(ok) and what resources do you have for the use of technology talk about the
reality of the University of Mississippi for example.
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P1:

This semester almost every class that I am in HAVE already in it uh overhead
projector uh internet connection and a screen.

I:

(ok) and WHAT would you say are the obstacles and incentives for the use of

technology?
P1:

mm hm so the obstacle is that if you have to order a computer sometimes it’s not
delivered and sometimes it’s delivered late so you can’t wait for the technology to

arrive in order to start your class, but the incentive is that if you have something
to say you don’t have to have chalk or uh a marker to scribble up the chalkboard
it’s already put on a powerpoint everything that you wanna say.
I:

mm k thank you very much and that concludes our interview.

P1:

My pleasure.

Interview 2

I:

Thank you for taking part of my interview.. this should take three to four minutes

[ok?]
P2:
I:

P2:
I:

P2:

[ok]

I have just.. six questions for you about the [use of technology],

[mmk]

in the language class, first question is WHAT technology do you use in class?
I use mainly powerpoint and some of my classes I use the internet because I use

videos in youtube.
I:

ok I forgot to ask you [if I have your permission to record you]

P2:

[yes you do]

I:

thank you .. um the second question I have is how often do you use technology?

P2:

whenever I have a computer available I use the technology. If I don’t use it is

because there is no computer in the room, or there is there the computer is not
working but if I have one.. I use it.
I:

P2:

(ok) and uh what are your attitudes TOWARD technology?
I think that the use of the computer makes my life easier
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I:
P2:

/?/
umm I... right now I feel like I need it to make my presentations clear although I

know that I have to control it so that is not overpowering in the sense that I don’t

want the power point presentations to..uh stop the students from doing the mental

work. I..I need to control how much I give them so: and how much I do not give
them so that they use their brains instead of having (everything) BUT I have to

say that I rely on the technology for everything I think it makes., as I said our
classes easier to work,
I:

m hm ok now the second part of the question hm is about technology integrating

with your teaching [approach]

P2:
I:

[yeah]

uh WHAT do you think IS your teaching approach? ... do you do .. the

communicative method, task- based.../?/
P2:

I TRY: to.. I try to make it mainly communicative., so that everything that they

learn can be integrated into their.. /?/ topics that have to do with the students’ life:

so that every new topic they learn they can right away uh include it in their own
experiences and use it.

I:
P2:

(ok) and what resources do you HAVE for the use of technology?

Uhh well I learn I lot from what the university offers., and., hm.. I’m very curious
so when I’m also very curious so when.. I find someone doing something new I

try to learn from what they do and.. I play a lot with the computer so that I can

find new tools that will help me.
I:

(ok) AND the last question is what are the obstacles (phone ringing) and

incentives for the use of technology?

P2:

mm incentives there are many., um,. because especially the university is very

open in helping us have access to technology um the drawbacks is that we don’t
have our own technology.. our own computer at all times the ideal would be to
have a computer (noise) /?/hm.. the main obstacle is not having our own

computer. If I had a little laptop I could carry with me to every class umm that
would be the ideal, working., depending on IT bringing a computer in time and
148

setting,. setting it on time for me work with them or having a computer. having a
classroom that has a computer uh with all the problems that it brings and viruses

and all that.. THAT sometimes makes .. makes me think., twice about using the

computer. If I had a computer I could carry with me around that would be
perfect.
I:

mm k [thank you very much]

P2:

[you are welcome!]

I:

and that concludes our interview.

Interview 3

P3:

¿como un examen si?

I:

k (noise) umm I wanna ask you if I have permission to record?

P3:

yes

I:

ok thank you

P3:

yes you do

I:

umm this will take three to four minutes ok? I just wanna know how you use

technology and it is a very short interview.

P3:
I:

ok
um the first question is WHAT technology if any do you use in class?
um I use a laptop computer most of my classes I have to order the laptop I don’t

P3:

have any this semester that have a computer in the classroom but I typically use a

laptop computer and a projector to do powerpoint presentations.
I:

OK and how often do you use it?

P3:

every class if I can (laughter)

I:

(ok)

P3:

that’s the plan um I am mostly prepared almost all the lessons to be able to do
them on a chalkboard or the whiteboard if we have one ‘cause some times I don’t
always get a computer delivered to my class but um all of my classes are (often)

prepared on powerpoint
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I:

(ok) and um WHAT are your attitudes toward technology? (phone ringing)

P3:

I love it.. I love that we have um the opportunity to be able to use the computers

in the classroom for powerpoints um I think there are some great advantages to it
as far as um having the class go a little more smoothly having everything already

done up and not having to take the time to write everything on the board it’s more
visual for the students um it doesn’t always work all the time so it’s not as reliable

as I would like for it to be but um I do think it’s a really great (throat clearing)

method to use in the class /?/ (throat clearing)
I:

Um second part of the interview is about how you integrate technology with your

teaching um approach and um the first thing we want to know is WHAT is your
teaching approach?

P3:

um (throat clearing) excuse me,. I try to stick with the um the communicative

approach and all my classes and I really try to make the student um produce
(voice mail message) more of the language than just looking at it on the screen
um I try to make them or encourage them to um uh use the language to talk about

their daily lives a lot of the chapters and things that we use in the classroom um..
kind of follow along with things that they can apply to everyday especially in the

beginning of the book where we are talking about their classroom (noise) their
different classes there semester and we try to encourage them to um to use that

information talking about themselves and um I try not to I guess feed them to
many examples on the power point that they can create more,

I:

and WHAT resources do you have (noise) for the use of technology? (noise)

P3:

um a lot of the classrooms on campus (noise) do have the computers already in

there with the projectors and the screens and everything um also have internet

access, the ones I’m using this semester unfortunately don’t so we have It media
that provides the laptops and other equipment toward us um unfortunately

(laughs) like I mentioned they aren’t always there on time or sometimes they

forget to deliver them a certain day so that is a drawback but um they do provide
the computers for us (throat clearing) which is a great opportunity.
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I:

ok and what do you think your obstacles and incentives are for the use of
technology?

P3:

obstacles would be that if we are trying to use the internet or anything in one of
the classrooms sometimes it doesn’t always work um also I’ve had a couple of

just technical problems with the computers themselves shutting off or the um the
light bulbs in the projectors not always working sometimes they burnt out things
like that, um the incentives would be um it makes my life a lot easier (laughs)

being able to use the powerpoint instead of having to write everything by hand on
the board but um it it’s nice when they work /?/ though that’s for sure
I:

ok well thanks a lot that concludes our interview

P3:

ok [thank you]

I:

[thank you]

Interview 4

I:

P4:

I:

well um I wanna ask you your permission to record
[m hm]

[the interview] thank you for agreeing to participate um may I record the
interview?

P4:
I:

yes?!

ok thank you um I just have about six question you know they’re gonna be.. they
can be short answers um the first one is about your perceptions of the use of
technology in the language cl-clases and I would like to know what technology do

you use in class?

P4:

I use the computer uh in daily basis every time I’m going to teach I would use the

computer
I:

P4:

ok and how often do you use it?
I’m my /?/ I’m teaching Mondays Wednesdays and Friday so I would use it

Mondays Wednesdays and Fridays in all my classes.
I:

ok mm hm and uh WHAT are your attitudes toward technology?
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I enjoy tremendously and I think the students also benefit of the using of

P4:

technology (new e-mail message noise) uh using the powerpoint and showing
them the classes so.. with the computer and the technology improve their learning.

I:

(ok) um the second part of the interview I wanna know how you integrate
technology into your teaching approach, and the first question is what IS your
teaching approach?

My teaching approach is the communicative approach, and I integrate the

P4:

technology with the communicate approach and sometimes traditional teaching
also
I:

uh huh and WHAT resources do you have for use of technology? the school
provides it [or you bring your own]?

[Well yes we have the IT media] that provides with the computers we have uh and

P4;

uh with jump drives the uh powerpoints and uh a lot research in the internet also

that sometimes here in the school or at home.
I:

and WHAT are the obstacles and incentives for the use of technology?
the obstacles is the way every day we have to stress if we are going to receive the

P4:

computers and then you are prepared to work with your powerpoint and you have

beautiful presentations and you wait and wait and wait and your computer never
arrives so that’s one of the obstacles that I will fund in the daily teaching
I:

P4:

and incentives?

um make it more easy really I enjoy make it more easy

I:

(ok) that concludes our interview

P4:

[thank you]

I:

[thank you very much!]

P4:

you’re welcome

I:

thank you

P4:

ok
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Interview 5
I:

so we are here today for the interview and I need your permission to record do I

have your permission to record?

yes /?/

P5:

I:

thank you um this is going to be a short interview just need to ask you about six
questions the first one is about your perceptions of the use of technology in

language classes and the first question I have is WHAT technology do you use in
class?

P5:

um mainly use the computer and the computer powerpoint and connections to

internet
I:

[ok]

P5:

[mhm]

I:

and how often do you use it?

P5:

um in all the classes

I:

all classes?

P5:

umhm

I:

ok and WHAT are your attitudes toward technology?

P5:

I think it is useful to teach with technology because you have access to more

things, you can do more things, for example when you connect to internet you
can do so many different things than just teaching with the other methods
I:

m hm

P5:

/?/

I:

ok and the second part of the question is about how integrate technology into your
teaching approach and the first question is what IS your teaching approach?

P5:

communicative

I:

(communicative?) ok and what resources do you have for the use of technology?

P5:

mm... to be communicative?

I:

like in the classroom., think about the reality of Ole Miss., do they give you

resources?
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ok yeah in., some classrooms you have um.. a television

P5:

I:

uh huh

P5:

that you are gonna connect to your computer

I:

uh huh

P5:

that is going to be your screen

I:

uh huh

P5:

and others you have the screen there with, the: projector um they bring their

computer in others you have everything you have you have the computer in the

classroom
I:

uh huh

P5:

everything is there

I:

ok and the last question is WHAT are the obstacles and incentives for you to use

tech-technology at Ole Miss?
P5:

um well the problem is them., sometime the computer is not working.. sometime

the internet is not working sometime you have problem with the: light, light bulb

of the.. projector or the screen is not.. working I mean many difficulties you can
have
I:

uh huh and the incentives?

P5:

the incentives that., you can incorporate more things in your teaching task that is a

positive thing., uhh you can do different things .. and that way you can help the
student to learn better

I:

m hm

P5:

and practice more and /words/ so they can get in contact with a new vision of
cycle life

I:

m hm ok that concludes our interview thanks very much

P5:

you are welcome

I:

thank you
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Interview 6

I:

P6:
I:

ok um I need your permission to record this interview [do I have your...?]
[you have my permission]

thank you well is gonna be a very short interview k..basically wanna know uh
your perceptions of the use technology in the language classes.. first of all

WHAT technology do you use in your classes?

P6:

that I remember right away um powerpoint.. slides and presentation so we use a

all the things that you need for a powerpoint presentation
I:

ok

P6:

um we use um outside the classroom we use um um... myspanishlab computers

for them to write um.. compositions and to do homework and to communicate
with me um with emails um they.. they don’t call me yet um.. they don’t text me

yet um they COULD eventually one of this days they.. they seem to um nowadays
they seem to respond a lot from their cell phones

I:

mm hm

P6:

so they don’t read long emails that that I send to them that is a problem.

I:

P6:
I:

uh huh
but um let’s see what else? well we..we use the internet.. we use youtube

uh huh
um we also.. um incorporate.. um.. (the internet um.. what else?) well music..

P6:

music examples like uh.. like uh youtube um„ we show the videos um.. from

myspanishlab in 101 and 102 um.. not in 121 because there is not enough time..

so there is a lot of technology there.
I:

thank you and uh.. HOW OFTEN do you use it? every class...?

P6:

[well]

I:

[every other class?]

P6:

powerpoint presentations we use them uh.. once uh every day.. every day for

every single thing there is a.. a slide um even for.. um.. activities that they cannot

anticipate like um.. warm ups and previews.. um.. but the videos we use them like
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once every chapter so that about like four times., um.. a semester., um but we
also use um.. youtube like um.. there was one class on Juan Luis Guerra I think
last.. on Friday for 101?
I:

uh huh

P6:

no 102

I:

uh huh

P6:

so we show a little bit so we showed you know a little bit of.. Juan Luis Guerra

uh and then um anything that is like um.. the internet ..that we need from the
internet we use that

I:

[ok]

P6:

[uh and that] will take maybe /words/ once a week

I:

ok

P6:

um (for all the classes) ...and then um.. emails is like.. is like twenty four hours a

day.

I:

P6:

ok and WHAT are your attitudes towards technology?

um my own attitude I think.. I think is very positive in the classroom I think it

helps a lot.. I think it helps them um especially with anything that clarifies what

they are supposed to do in the activities when um.. when something is brand new
even when this is a video something that they have not seen before they seem to
be they need some time to adapt and.. and see what is going on.. but otherwise it

is um.. it is very convenient I think.

I:

ok um.. the second part of the interview is how you integrate technology into your
teaching approach and the first question is what IS your teaching approach?

P6:

well our teaching approach is um.. communicative and task-based so: I think that
um... all the technology that we use reinforces the purposes of being
communicative um because it is instead of being um teacher-centered it is

student-centered.. and is about communication and it’s about meaning and it’s
about exchanging real-life information.. it is not about anything theoretical or um

um.. role playing um .. so it reinforces their opinions their taste their information
um and... and.. and it concentrates on.. on doing the activities because that’s
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what we do in the class so instead of um.. it’s.. it’s everything about doing

activities and to minimize explanations or lectures or any teacher-centered

I:

ok and WHAT resources do you have for the use of technology?

P6:

uh I think the.. we have all the .. resources that we need um the.. (you know) we

complain occasionally with IT but I think it is um.. it is.. they are doing a good
job in providing you know what we need you know it could be convenient for us
to ha:ve a um one of those net books instead of they providing laptops but you

know.. we.. we have what we need I think.

I:

ok and WHAT are the obstacles and the incentives for using technology?...
obstacles anti incentives at the university of Mississippi

P6:

/?/... well.. at this time... there are not that many obstacles um.. even like one
year ago.. this is.. this is., changing all the time.. like one year ago some of the um
classrooms were not connected to the internet or but nowadays is like um
everything is um is a (how do you call it?) hot spot [so...]

I:

[wireless?] /words/
wireless uh so.. you have connection to the internet you can connect to wall you

P6:

have the audio you... it., it seems like there is no technical obstacle to that um..

and., and you know when we started in 2001 there was a big cultural um... um
opposition to incorporating uh technology I don’t think that happens anymore and
that is not from the point of view of the teachers or the students the students are
more willing to use technology and they.. they.. they don’t see any problem on

doing homework on the computer or having it uh
(recording cut off)

Interview 7

I:

bueno uh I need your permission to record the interview, do I have your

permission?
P7:
I:

yes you have my permission

thank you um this is gonna be a short interview (no no) /?/
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P7:

no quieres los nombres?)

I:

(no no no)

I:

this is gonna be a short interview and um we have about six questions, the first
part is about your perceptions of the use of technology in language class, what
technology do you use in class?

P7:

well I use uh .. for my classes I use powerpoint so which means the instrument I
use is a laptop and a led projector in class.. and that is what we use

I:

ok and how often do you use it?

every single class I use it (every single class) well each time the computer works

P7:

(laughter)
I:

(laughter) ok and um what are your attitudes toward technology?

P7:

well I have an.. a positive attitude I think it helps it is a tool that you can use to
implement to classes and to help the students to grasp any concept or.. or.. or a

new concept that we need to teach them and I think it.. it helps me a lot it safes

me time instead of writing on the board the whole.. wasting time writing on the
board
I:

uh huh

P7:

when it can be done quickly

I:

uh huh the second part of the interview is how.. is about how you integrate
technology into your teaching approach and the first question is what IS your
teaching approach?

P7:

uh

I:

communicative..? or..

P7:

/word/ communicative since is language has to be communicative and how I

integrate the question is the technology is to put situation where the students can
talk and give them a prompt to uh to uh instigate them to talk
I:
P7:

ok
and um also I sometimes I just put a picture and ask them to create a conversation

and dialogue according to what they see in those pictures
I:

ok and what resources do you have for the use of technology?
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uh.. like.. what office provides our technology? well the university provides is one

P7:

resources it was /words/ IT media that and they.. we request the equipment and
they bring it to us and they provide.. now they have a nice service also.. they

provide cables for internet and they ready.. ready for the audio and to connect to
the led projector and yeah they do a pretty good for the job
I:

um good and what are the obstacles and the incentives for the use of technology?

with the obstacles is when.. our um IT media program doesn’t bring the computer

P7:

so we cannot use anything that we prepared and I prepare for the class or if the

computer is uh have viruses.. with viruses that we have lately then our jump
drive.. my jump drive doesn’t open and corrupt the class and I cannot see the

pictures and stuff like that so I go immediately to the old timing teaching using

the chalkboard to write down eh incentives for it personally I think the same thing
to use technology because I feel that students pay more attention eh they enjoy
more color and uh makes them uh understand the concept that I’m teaching them
they say they can see it easier, some students are visual some of them are just

listeners
I:

hm

P7:

but I think it helps a lot for those who are visuals (visual students)

I:

ok that concludes our interview

P7:

o:k

I:

thank you very much for your time

P7:

you are welcome any time

I:

thanks

P7:

(laughter)

Interview 8

I:

ok I wanna ask you if I have your permission to record the interview?

P8:

yes
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I:

thank you um this is gonna be a very short interview I have about six questions,,

the first set is about your perceptions of the use of technology in the language
classes and the first question I have is what technology do you use in class?
I:

ok I use a computer um yeah a computer

P8:

(laugher)

I:

(laugher) that says it all

P8:

powerpoint

I:

ok and how often do you use it?

P8:

every class

I:

every class.. alright.. and what are the at... your.. what are your attitudes toward

technology?

P8:

I think it is a good thing.. um but I don’t think it’s good to use it a:ll the time um I

think that in my ca:se.. uh some things can be taught better without powerpoint
um but there are some things that are just.. it works great for.. um yeah

powerpoint is just wonderful (laughter)
I:

ok and um the second part of the interview is about how you integrate technology

into your teaching.. approach, and the first question is what IS your teaching

approach?

P8:

well that’s a good question um... what is my teaching approach? um

I:

you say is communicative, traditional or.. /?/

P8:

I think the goal is for it to be communicative um yeah I don’t know that it’s there
a hundred percent but yeah

I:

that’s the goal

P8:

yes mm hm

I:

ok and what resources do you have do you have for the use of technology
thinking about the reality of the university of Mississippi what kind of resources

you think we have to offer for you to use technology?

P8:

the resources um... I don’t.. well I think we have the resources I mean we’ve been
able to use it to use technology in classrooms without.. without much problem um

so I think we do have the resources um I don’t know (laughter)
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I:

(laughter) and what are things.. what are the obstacles and the incentives for you

to use technology?
um relying on technology ‘cause technology is technology and sometimes it

P8:

doesn’t work and so it kinda um.. when it doesn’t work it’s for a couple of

minutes you have to rethink your whole lessons plan um (laughter) um that could
be an obstacle um.. yes!

I:

and the incentives? any incentives for the use of technology?

P8:

um what do you mean?

I:

why do you use it? are there any positive things about using it?

P8:

yeah there are positive things um.. it works great for visual aids um there all
kinds of learners a:nd I think that helps um communicating the point across to the

whole class those that need more visual learning um powerpoint is great um it is
also... it’s.. I guess for all the amount of material that we have to teach this is

great because it allows us to go faster cover more material instead spending time
writing on the board and handing out papers or whatever so (hm hm)
I:

ok that concludes our interview thank you very much

P8:

ok you’re welcome

Interview 9

I:

ok um the first thing is I need your permission to record

P9:

ok

I:

do I have your permission to record?

P9:

yes

I:

thank you um this is going to be a very short interview basically what I need to
know is.. the first part is about your perception of the use of technology in

language classes first question I have is what technology do you use in class?

P9:

I use um power point and of course is in a computer with a projection screen

I:

ok and how often do you use it?

P9:

I use it in every class
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I:

(in every class) ok and what.. what do you say are your attitudes toward
technology?

P9:

I when it works I love it but (laughter) if it doesn’t work I don’t love um I like the
ability to project the visual image of especially grammar points,

I:

uh huh

P9:

and all that information I think its most students are visual learners at least

partially visual I think it helps them it’s a time saver
I:

(ok) and the second part of the interview is how you integrate technology into
your teaching approach. and the first question we have is what IS your teaching

approach?

P9:

I like it to be a student-oriented type class sometimes when there is a lot
information to give I feel like it could be more of a teacher-oriented type thing
because you’re presenting it.. sometimes there are a lot of grammar points or
information vocabulary that you have to present first before they can respond to it

so it depends on the day and the class but uh I like.. I like to have student-

oriented.. lots of participation if they will participate
I:

m hm and what resources do you have for the use of technology?

P9:

well you know.. laptop uh we have the um led screens

I:

mm hm

P9:

um some are stationary and some are brought in

I:

mm hm ok

P9:

and of course wehave our flash

I:

(yeah) and what do you think are the obstacles and the incentives for the use of
technology?

P9:

I think if all the rooms were set up all the classrooms were set up with its own

stationary computer like in bishop that we didn’t.. that we don’t have to worry

about a person delivering the computer or setting it up or having problems
depending on what computer you have

I:

mm hm

P9:

um I think that would be really valuable
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I:

mm hm
and also it would be nice if all of them were wireless internet connection because

P9:

that way we could pull up some of myspanishlab or whatever we are working on
I:

(right)

P9:

and not have.. we could get it up in a flash

I:

how about the incentives?

P9:

um I think the incentives are all this young kids are using technology they feel

comfortable with it.. it’s probably more shocking to me in my generation then it is

them and I think they respond to technology more so then traditional teaching
I:

ok that concludes our interview thank you very much

P9:

ok (laugher)

Interview 10

I:

ok um the first thing that I need to ask you is if.. do I have your permission to
record this?

yes of course

P10:
I:

thank you um this is gonna be a very short interview k basically I have six
questions the first set is about your perception of the use of technology in
language classes and the first question I have is what technology do you use in
class?

P10:

um typically uh laptop computer projector um.. then can um put my presentations

on um a little usb memory key... of course it only works when IT brings the the
computers but uh that’s pretty much it

I:
P10:

I:

P10:

and how often do you use it?

on a daily basis
daily basis ok what are your attitudes towards technology?
I technology is.. it’s a good thing um it allows us to instead of having to just

write words on a board we can show pictures or we can show media of video
videos clips music all sorts of stuff that we couldn’t do without the technology.
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I:

(ok) uh the second part of the interview is about how you integrate technology
into your teaching approach, and the first question is what IS your teaching

approach?
P10:

mm for the most part it’s it’s a kind of mixture I guess mostly communicative
want the students to speak more than anything else but uh they have to have some
sort of context they have to be able to to see a picture to know what the
vocabulary word means to kind of associate it with something um which is what

the tec the technology is used for I guess that’s how how it plays in to the

teaching um so a little bit of both some need some things explaining grammatical
topics and some don’t actually talk neither with me or other students

I:

P10:

and what resources do you have for the use of technology?

hmm

I:

think about the reality of ole miss

P10:

um well there are a handful of wonderful classrooms that have already installed

computers that don’t leave they have the projectors the screens that fly down
automatically um which is really nice because uh IT media is not always reliable

when bringing uh computers that we’ve asked for like recently I order computers
and they are either late or they are not there at all stuff like that um so I prefer the

rooms that have technology already there just because it.. it makes the class go a

lot smoother I’m not loosing time trying to figure out .. where the computer is
what ..how to change what I’ve already prepared for class

I:
P10:

(ok) and what obstacles and incentives do you have for the use of technology?

hmm ..I suppose I guess.. technology is slow sometimes there will be a computer

that doesn’t work or um a: presentation gets lost off of the powerpoint your your
memory key or something ..um of course once again obstacles getting it set up on

time um incentives? I say it’s it makes the class more interesting for the students.

I can stand there and just talk to them all day long and they would be bored out
their minds but if I show them pictures even just put the questions that I’m asking
up in a in a card something that that kind of.. catches their eye interest them it

makes it .. easier for them to learn makes kind of makes them more acceptable
164

..um more more willing to accept new information.. um so.. yeah I guess that

would be and incentitive better /words/ the entire goal is to to instruct them and
how do we do that? we gotta find a way to enter entertain them at the same time

and.. provide useful information

I:

(ok) that concludes our interview thank you very much

P10:

you are welcome

Interview 11

I:

ok um the first thing I need to know is if I have your permission to record the

interview?
yes my name is (omitted) and you Julia Bussade have my explicit permission to

P11:

record this conversation FOR THE INTENT AND SOLE PURPOSE USED OF

YOUR dissertation.
I:

(laughter) thank you we are here.. this is going to be a very short interview there
are two parts the first part is about your perceptions of the use of technology in

class, and the first question I have is what technology do you use in class?
um well I use um my laptop computer and uh usually a overhead projector and a

P11:

screen sometimes a uh flat screen television in there is no overhead projector.
I:

ok and how often do you use it?
I use it uh almost every time I teach with the exception of exam days or perhaps

P11:

um composition days where I don’t actually give a presentation.
I:

ok and what do you think your attitudes toward technologies are.. technology are?
my.. my.. personal attitudes?

P11:
I:

mm hm

P11:

well I uh I’ve always been fascinated by technology and I’ve used technology
I’ve used computers since they were first available to the general public back he
early 80s 1981 82 was the first time I‘ve ever used (a computer so)

I:

P11:

ok

I build my own computers these days actually
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ok and and the second part of the interview the interview is about how you

I:

integrate technology with with you with your teaching approach and the first
question I have is what IS your teaching approach?

mm hm well um.. with a foreign language class um it’s.. it’s difficult to really

P11:

capture the student’s attention... um and there is there is um.. the benefit of the
communicative process which I’m very much of a novice with at this point and I

am working with it... is that um one tries to integrate the student into.. into the
teaching process itself so um as I design the presentations what I try to do is um to

give me as.. as the instructor I try to give myself a frame work as to how I’m

gonna approach the class but while I’m doing that I’m trying to design it in a way
to um ..put the burden of responsibility on the students to put the students to be
able to participate as much as possible and in that way I try to uh uh not just
um... /word/ monopolize on the time but I tried I tried to get them as as involved
as possible.

ok and what resources do you have for.. for use technology in your class?

I:

um well there is quite a few um., the uh..the program that we use for

P11:

myspanishlab by pearsons um provides a lot of uh multimedia uh materials for us

to use and of course there is the materials that you and several other instructors
have have uh worked on for several year and um made available to me um.. and

then um also of course.. mining so to speak the internet for any kind of.. of visual
uh or uh teaching type material [that I can /words/]
I:

[you said mining?]

P11:

I:

mining
mining
mmhm

P11:

I:

[/words/]
[/word/] in a sense of um uh in in

P11:
I:

¿una mina?

P11:

si yeah like like extracting whatever I can find to as far as visual uh visual

material (and that kind of stuff)
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I:

and what do you think the obstacles and the incentives are for the use of

technology in class?
mm hm well um.. teaching uh language second language it’s.. it’s a skill that that

P11:

is is quite new to me so is..a lot of it involves.. learning what works and what
doesn’t work um.. and of course the ..uh.. the difficulty of using language to teach

language it’s.. it’s kind of a catch twenty two a:nd using technology provides a:
besides.. besides the visual component it also provides um um some interesting
design elements that we can use to to overcome that paradoxical effect of trying to

use the same language that we are teaching to teach it
I:

ok
so the technology provides a: like a /word/ so to speak language that we can use

P11:

and that’s either visual or uh interactive stuff um and you know that’s all um

multiple choice or you know any kind of uh interaction that we can create the

better.
I:

P11:

ok

and technology.. without technology I think that would be really difficult having
to go to the boa:rd uh in a 50 minute period class uh there is just not that much
time for.. you know creating a frame work where.. where people can uh can

navigate through without.. without the technology.
I:

P11:
I:

P11:

how about obstacles?

[obstacles?]

[do you find any?]
definitely I do technology is cumbersome um.. and I have a bad back and I have

to haul around a laptop and is my choice that I haul around my own laptop but
that’s of course because often times um there is delays in equipment procurement

stuff like that uh I never really had too many troubles with.. with that um

whenever I’ve wanted a television I’ve always got it on time or whatever but I

know other people other instructors have had issues with that uh so there is the
cumbersome aspect of it there is also the fact that you need to be computer literate

to be able to use the computer which um in many cases you know you have to
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spend not only time learning how to teach the material but learning how to use the

programs to be able to leam how to you know to effectively teach the materials
too so there is there is drawbacks to it of course
I:

that concludes [our interview]

P11:
I:

[ok]

thank you very much

P11:

you are welcome

Interview 12

I:

eh the first thing I need to know is that if I have your permission to record the
interview
sure you do have my permission

P12:
I:

thank you um this is gonna be a very short interview I only have six question and
divided into two parts the first part is about your perceptions of using technology
in a language class and the first question I have is what technology do you use in
class?
um I use the projector the head over projector (is that what is?)

P12:
I:

hm hm

uh hm and I use the computer

P12:
I:

uh hm

P12:

um sometimes I also use a radio but I don’t know if you can count that as uh you

know a very high technology
I:

(laughter)
but uh woo I guess that’s about it

P12:

I:

ok and how often do you use it?

um... for my Spanish classes I use it every day but for more..my Portuguese

P12:

classes I u:se it at least twice a week at least
I:

P12:

ok
uh hm
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I:

and what do you think your attitudes are toward technology?.. what kind of

attitude do you have [toward (technology)]?
P12:

[oh] well I do.. I do I enjoy it I like it to me uh because we have such a tight

schedule if I can say it that way um it is important that I already have on my slides
what is necessary to be taught that day so that we can go over it and.. and I’m

not.. uh not be behind if I can say it that way. and.. and it.. it.. it will help my

students that is more visual they would be able to you know it comes out of the
just traditional lecture type of a teaching
I:

(uh huh)
and uh you know I would help the students that you know have that that way of

P12:

learning the ones that are visual
I:

(ok)

P12:

and I really enjoy doing it that I really that type helped me very much so

I:

ok and uh the second part of the interview is about how you integrate technology
into your teaching approach and the first question is what IS your teaching

approach?
P12:

um... I guess very commu.. communicative

I:

ok

P12:
I:
P12:
I:

uh [communicative]
[the communicative method?]

uh hm very much so (laughter)
and what resources do you have for the use of technology? think about the reality
of ole miss what resources do you have here on campus?

P12:
I:

P12:

uh [oh well]

[when we use technology]

we have the projectors in the classrooms uh and the computers in every classroom
that I have been to here at ole miss 1 have had I was lucky to to have uh you know
everything that I need in the classroom um I don’t know about other classrooms

or but it’s.. it’s good I never had to ask for anybody to help me because it was

always set up and ready
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I:

uh huh good and uh what kind of obstacles and incentives do you think there are
for the use of technology?

obstacles?! oh my goodness?! I really.. that’s hard because I don’t see any

P12:

obstacles really..actually I I just see that it it’s more like I’m adding up than I
can’t I can’t I don’t have many things to say about any obstacles [about that]
I:

[ok how about incentives?]
uh.. well like I said about the visual students

P12:
I:

mm hm

P12:

uh you know if you just speak to the students.. in your classroom you always
gonna have different type of people

I:

mm hm
ok some people learn by listening other people learn by touching other people

P12:

learn by looking at it
I:

mm hm

P12:

so I think that.. THAT helps everybody

I:

mm hm

P12:

that would help everybody in the classroom so I don’t I just see good things about

it
I:

ok that concludes our interview thank’you very much
mm hm

P12 :

Interview 13

I:

um thank you for agreeing to participate in the interview and the first thing I need
to ask you in that I have your permission to record.

P14:

I:

yes you have it
thank you um this is a short interview with just two parts six questions uh the first
part is about your perceptions of the use of technology and language class..
classes and the first question is what technology do you use in class?

P13:

we use powerpoint and we use laptop and a projector or tv
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I:

and how often do you use it?
everyday in every class

P13:

I:

alright and what are your attitudes toward technology?

P13:

I like it I think is good but I think we don’t need it every day., or it’s not
necessary for every topic

I:

ok and the second part of the interview is about how your integrate technology

with your teaching approach
mm hm

P13:
I:

and the first question is what IS your teaching approach?
my /?/ my students have to talk.. that’s the whole reason of my class they have to

P13:

talk they have to practice what we’re doing in class
I:

so you would say is the communicative approach?

yeah

P13:
I:

ok and uh what resources do you have for the use of technology?

P13:

we have almost everything.. if we need a something different then the laptop or
the projector we have in class we can ask or request for something else.. so almost
everything depends on us use in or no

I:

ok and uh what do you think the obstacles and the incentives are for the use of
technology? first the obstacles (then the incentives)

P13:

if the guys with the computer come late to class that is something that makes you
think twice if you wanna use it or no the next semester mm sometimes for some

topics I feel is better is you don’t use it so I don’t request.. almost never but
sometimes it happens mm... no that’s it.. I guess I know how to use them.. so that
is not a problem
I:

(ok) how about the incentives?

P13::

if YOU learn by seeing things is gonna be really good your gonna present
pictures videos and all that is gonna help the students really.. much and if you

don’t have the computer the laptop the projector is gonna be really complicated
your gonna have to bring pictures and they are gonna have to be really small and..

if you have a powerpoint presentation that is gonna be really good for the student
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I:

oK that concludes our interview thank you very much

oh you are welcome

P13:

Interview 14:

I:

ok (throat clearing) the first thing I need to know is if I have your permission to
record

yes you do

P14:

I:

thank you uh this is gonna be a very short interview ok, there are two parts the
first part is about your perception of the use of technology in your language

classes and I wanna ask you what kind of technology do you use in your classes?

I normally: um use uh powerpoint presentations I also use u:h documentaries

P14:

movies audio visual I provide a lot of audio visual inputs.. inputs to my students
um and I use things that are familiar to them
I:

[ok]

[like youtube] for example because youtube can be a:n amazing source to waste

P14:

your time but also can be a great thing to look for information or learn about other
culture interviews and things like that

I:

P14:

ok and how often do you use it?

I try to use it almost every day

I:

[ok]

P14:

[I would say] if I meet my class three times a week I would use it two out of three

I:

(ok) and um what do you consider your attitudes toward technology? what do you

think they are?

P14:

I:

I - an amazing um assistant to the teaching process
ok and the second part of the interview has to do with your um integrating
technologies into your teaching style and your teaching approach.. approach and

the first question is what IS your teaching approach?

P14:well uh normally I have to follow the communicative approach.. but the approach
that I really like uh if I have to design a course here from start (phone ringing) I 172

I would use the content-based approach so I would put a lot of culture socio input

a:nd we would use the language as a pretext to get into uh knowledge about that
culture and the way people live there etc.
I:

ok and um.. (throat clearing) what resources do you have? thinking about the
reality of ole miss.. what do you think.. what kind of resources do we have to use

technology in class?

well um e:h you always have to: deal with some issues with technology

P14:

sometimes you don’t have the appropriate equipment in the classroom and
sometimes you order equipment last semester for me was a constant fight with IT

media because I order almost every day something.. and sometimes they would
show up.. sometimes they don’t show up so: you have a class plan to use
technology and sometimes the technology is not available and you cannot do it

you have to come up with a plan b and /words/ frustrating for some people and
sometimes I feel like giving up and just design a class without technology but I

even if I know that’s not the right thing to do,
I:

ok
so it is very important to be able to use technology to train instructors and

P14:

professors to use technology but also to provide them with the possibilities to use

technology., for example I am in a classroom right now and the cabinet I don’t

have a key for the cabinet I go and get the key and the key is not the right one for
the cabinet
I:

P14:

mm
and so much trouble so is very important to facilitate the instructor the use of
technology

I:

ok and uh (throat clearing) the last question is what do you think are the obstacles

and the incentives for the use of technology.. at ole miss for example?

P14:
I:

P14:
I:

please refer to my previous answer

ok and incentives?

incentives on what?
for the use of technology
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P14:

that.. things that encourage?

I:

mm hm

P14:

it is very important because you have different learning styles and you need to try

to

reach as many learning styles as possible

I;

mm hm

P14:

you have people that work more with audio you have people that work better with
visual you have people that work better with writing or they need to see things to
be able to understand the /words/ so the technology allows us with the possibility

to reach those learner’s style those learning styles that we cannot reach with the

chalk and the black board for example
I:

P14:

(ok)
and also you are integrating e:h material that they are familiar with material that

we use like nowadays.. youtube songs or things like that
I:

mm hm that concludes our interview thank you very MUCH

P14:

you are welcome my pleasure any time

Interview 15

I:

so uh the first thing I need to ask you is that I have your permission to record the
interview

P15:

yeah you you 1 have no problem with that

I:

(ok) thank you

P15:

uh this is a very short interview ok I: have two parts the first part is about your

perceptions of the use of technology in your class and the first question is.. what
technology do you use in class?

V

what technology do I use in class? I I use a laptop and with a laptop I, I use power

point that’s that’s the major technology I use in class.
I:

P15:

I:

ok and how often do you use it?

every day
every day
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sometimes I use the internet too

P15:
I:

uh huh
and of course we use the projector that allow us to show uh to show all the power

P15:

point presentations and to our students.
I:

ok and uh what are your attitudes towards technology? do you like it don’t like it

you use it because you have to [what are/?/?]
P15:

[I love] using powerpoint because it it makes my jog easier [for me}

I:

uh huh

P15:

because before I remember using the board and chalk and sometimes is ha:rd
especially because we don’t have we have a lot of activities to cover in a very
short period of time

I:

mm hm

P15:

so powerpoint allow us to cover those activities much faster than we would do it
if we didn’t have

I:

right

we didn’t have to

P15:
I:

that’s right the second part of the interview is how you integrate technology into

your teaching approach and the first question is what IS your teaching approach?

well I use the com communicat communicative

P15:

I:

communicative

P15:
I:

approach meaning that we emphasize in communication rather than grammar

mm hm
and because powerpoint allows you to use a lot of graphic pictures it make it

P15:

makes the it makes the class to be more dynamic it it it makes the the class to be
more fun
I:

[yes]

P15:

[you know] for the student

1:

uh huh

P15:

yeah
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I:

great and what resources do you have? think about the reality of ole miss what

resources do you have for the use of technology?

what resources uh I don’t understand the question here

P15:
I:

what resources que recursos what resources do you have for the use of technology

at ole miss ?
P15:

what resources ah what we have eh usually our classes have all the all the
resources we need like projectors

I:

P15:
I:

P15:

uh huh
we have computers

uh huh
even if the classes have doesn’t have computers and the and the university

provide us with uh laptops so we can use in our classes so basically we we have
everything we need internet access we also have

I:

(ok)

P15:
I:

mm hm

and how about the last question is about the obstacles and incentives for the use of
technology what do you think the obstacles are?

P15:

well sometimes I come to class and the laptop is not there and I’m I’m not saying
to criticize the people in charge because I know they have they have a lot of a lot
of demand every day but yes sometimes we don’t have the technology on time

and we already planned our class based on using our technology so if the

computer is not there that means we have to use the board and because the class
has been planned using technology it’s difficult to cover everything without the

technology all the activities I mean all the activities
I:

ok u:m how about the incentives? for for you to use here at ole miss do we have

any incentives for you to use technology?
P15:

incentives in what sense?

I:

like a motivation

P15:

I:

u:h I think the motivation comes from me

uh huh
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yeah um because I like I like to use technology I like to especially power points I

P15:

use a lot of power point when I was taught in my career and it it it is nice that that
you can use technology and you can you you can apply into your career you know
I:

ok that concludes our interview thank you very much
all right

P15:

Interview 16

I:

thanks for agreeing to be on the interview um I need first thing I need to ask you

is do I have your permission to record it
yea

P16:
I:

thank you uh this is gonna be very short interview basically two parts while the
first one is about your perception of use of technology in class and the first
question that I have is what technology do you use in class?

P16:

I use the computer

I:

(ok)

P16:

using powerpoint

I:

ok and how often do you use it?

P16:

I use it every day

I:

every day ok and uh what what do you say uh what are your attitudes toward

technology?
P16:

at first I was very (laughter) resentful and really didn’t want to go that route to be
honest but now I see that it really has facilitated my teaching and for example I

used to use overhead projectors with pictures and sometimes the pictures the
quality of the pictures wasn’t that good and I can see now the quality of the

pictures is so much better the students are more attentive um and I’ve gotten used
to it now I like it I would feel lost if I’m going into a classroom and nothing’s
working I feel lost without it.

I:

o- kay the second part of the interview is how you integrate your technology into

your teaching approach and the first question is what IS your teaching approach?
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I

P16:

I’m trying to have the students enjoy language learning and use the language and
so often my pictures are things that might get their attention or keep their

attention with cats reading books or cats hoping to music and things like that
to for as an attention getters but then to use a picture I often have said a picture

many people say a picture is worth a thousand words but I have a thing that a
picture would elicit a thousand wo:rds and that’s what I think we’re trying to
do:

I:

ok and uh (throat clearing) what is um what resources do you think we have
available you have available for the use of technology here at Ole Miss?

well in most of the classrooms they are wired and ready to go: um I may be

P16:

moving to another classroom but I find that we are dependent on IT to deliver
equipment so because of that and the fact that sometimes it wasn’t there early in

morning I went out and bought my own computer and carry

it to class

often
I:

uh huh

P16:

if there one already in the class I’ll use my jump drive if not I’m happy to have
my computer.

I:

okay and then what the last question is what are the obstacles and incentives for
the use of technology?

P16:

the obstacles are we are dependent on IT because all of rooms don’t already have
a computer sitting there for use and uh and then the if the bulb blows they’re

expensive we have to wait for them to be replaced um we can’t just pop up there

and replace em a bulb on a projector that would be an obstacle that I see that we
don’t have enough people on the campus working IT doesn’t have enough people

and that’s that’s uh a budget problem that’s not within our capacity to so:lve but it
is a realistic problem I think
I:

um hum

P16:

and incentives I’m uh the incentives I think are that when you see a student doing
better you want to you get excited about tha:t and I think that’s a huge incentive

when my students are doing better or I perceive them to be doing better than that
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helps you want to do.. continue doing what you’ve been doing that you think

elicited this response from
I:

okay that concludes our interview thank you very much

P16:

you’re welcome

I:

okay

Interview 17

I:
P17:

I:

thanks for being on the interview. do I have your permission to record it?

yes you DO.
thank you this is gonna be very short interview with two parts, the first one is
about your perception of use of technology in your classes and the first
question that I have is what technology do you use in class?

P17:

I use the computer, powerpoint presentations ALL the time, an LCD projector or
a flat screen tv depending on the room and my jumpdrive

I:
P17:

ok and how often do you use it?

I use it every day

I:

and what do you say your attitudes toward technology are?

P17:

I became a fan of technology the very first time I was exposed to it. I was asked
to teach a hybrid course in 1999, and I never looked back. A language class
is different from any other class our students take. You can add so many pictures

on the slides, and that really makes it easier for the teacher to speak nothing but
Spanish. You also get a lot less tired because you can add the answers to the

slides, too and repeat them three, four times a day, without having to write them
on the board. My energy level is totally higher now. And I am ten years older.
So, my attitude has to be very positive. Technology changed my life for better.
I:

o kay the second part of the interview is how you integrate technology into

your teaching approach and the first .question is what is your teaching approach?
P17:

the book we use provide a good support for the.. the communicative approach so I

have to say that it is communicative
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I:

ok how about the resources available? what resources do we have available for

the use of technology here at Ole Miss?
P17:

um some of the classrooms have at least an LCD projector so we can just plug in

our laptop and we have a presentation... but lately I am experiencing with my cell
phone as well by using the bluetooth device you can upload the presentations on

your phone and send them to the computer (when bluetooth is available)
I:

uh huh! that’s interesting that you are doing that.. okay and then the last question
is what are the obstacles and incentives for the use of technology?

P17:

the obstacles is that technology is not reliable.. the delivery method is not reliable

and even if we had computers in every single room something can always go
wrong when you’re using technology.. the incentives are huge students are much
more interested in looking at visual supports than just a spit and chalk class (can I

say that?)
I:

yeah you can say that

P17:

not to mention that you can use Spanish 100% of the time in your class when you

have pictures to convey the meanings
I:

um hum.. I see.. very interesting.. okay that concludes our interview thank you

very much
con mucho gusto

P17:

I:

okay
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Appendix L: Transcription Conventions (Tannen, 1989a)

From Tannen (1989a)
Transcription conventions
The following transcription conventions are used.
.
indicates sentence final falling intonation
,
indicates clause-final intonation ("more to come")
?!
indicates exclamatory intonation
...
three dots in transcripts indicate pause of 1/2 second or more
..
two dots indicate perceptible pause of less than 112 second
...
three dots show ellipsis, parts omitted in quotations from other
sources
accent indicates primary stress
CAPS indicate emphatic stress
Í
Accent on words already in CAPS shows emphatic stress
[Brackets (with or without top flap) show overlap.
Two voices going at once. L Simultaneously.
Brackets with top flap reversed show
latching
[No perceptible inter-turn pause
:
colon following vowel indicates elongated vowel sound
::
extra colon indicates longer elongation
hyphen indicates glottal stop: sound abruptly cut off
“”
quotation marks highlight dialogue
Underlining highlights key words and phrases
Left arrows highlight key lines
arrow at right of line indicates ->
speaker's turn continues without interruption
so look for continuation on succeeding line
A
upper case "A" indicates pronunciation of the indefinite article
("a") as the diphthong /ey/. (Note that distinguishing between
the unstressed form of the article "a" and the hesitation marker
"uh" is always an interpretation, as they both have the same
phonetic realization (/^/).
/words/ in slashes show uncertain transcription
/?/
indicates inaudible utterance
()
Parentheses indicate "parenthetical" intonation: lower
amplitude and pitch plus flattened intonation contour
Suggested readings are: DuBois (1991), Edwards (1991), Edwards and Lam
pert (1992), Macaulay (1991), Ochs (1979), and Preston (1982).

181

VITA

Julia Emilia Bussade was bom on October 13, 1966, in Itaperuna, in the State of
Rio de Janeiro, Brazil. She is a Ph.D. candidate in Education with emphasis in TESOL at
the University of Mississippi. She will receive her degree in May 2010. She received a

Bachelor’s in Liberal Arts from the Philosophy College of Itaperuna, in 1987. She
received a Master’s of English degree from the Catholic University of Minas Gerais, in

Belo Horizonte, the State of Minas Gerais, Brazil, in 1990. While she was finishing her
degree, she also attended law school for three years at the State Law School University of

Campos (UNIFLU), in the State of Rio de Janeiro. She also worked full-time as a
bilingual secretary at a Nabisco powdered milk plant in her hometown, where she was in

charge, among other duties, of the exchange programs for employees’ children. She
became interested in the program offered by AFS (American Family Services), and in

1992 she arrived in Buffalo, NY for a six-month teacher’s exchange program. In 1994,
for personal reasons, she had the chance to return to the United States. She arrived in
Oxford, MS on January 1, 1994, where she has been ever since. In 1996, she was hired

by the University of Mississippi as an instructor of Portuguese and Spanish. In 1999, she
finished her MBA with emphasis in Marketing from the University of Southern

Mississippi. She is an active member of the Phi Kappa Phi honor society. In 2007, she
was invited to be the director of Portuguese and Spanish, her current job title at the
University of Mississippi.

182

